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Grand Junction District Office
764 Horizon Drive
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501

June 15, 1983

Enclosed for your review is the final environmental impact statement (FEIS)
on the Glenwood Springs Resource Management Plan. This document is one of
the first BLM environmental impact statements that analyzes the impacts of
managing all the public land resources together rather than singley. This
FEIS contains the proposed resource management plan, hereinafter referred to
as the Proposed Plan. The Proposed Plan is a refinement of the Preferred
Alternative presented in the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS)
published in November 1982. The Proposed Plan is the BLM's proposed action.

With the exception of certain wilderness recommendations, all parts of this
Proposed Plan may be protested. Protests should be sent to the BLM Colorado
State Director, 1037 20th Street, Denver, Colorado 80202, prior to July 23,
1983—the end of the 30-day protest period—and should include the following
information:

* The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person
filing the protest.

* A statement of the issue or issues being protested.
* A statement of the part or parts being protested.

* A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that were submitted
during the planning process by the protesting party or an indication of
the date the issue or issues were discussed for the records.

* A short concise statement explaining why the BLM Grand Junction District
Manager's decision is wrong.

At the end of the 30-day protest period, the Proposed Plan, excluding any
portions under protest, shall become final. Approval shall be withheld on
any portion of the plan under protest until final action has been completed
on such protest. The approval process and the final resource management plan
will be published with the record of decision in October 1983.

Sincerely,

Yok

District Manager
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ABSTRACT

This final environmental impact statement (FEIS) describes and analyzes the
Proposed Resource Management Plan for the Glenwood Springs Resource Area. It
was developed following a 90-day review of the draft environmental impact
statement (DEIS), which described and analyzed four alternatives for managing
the Glenwood Springs Resource Area. The final resource management plan will
be published with the record of decision in October 1983.

For further information regarding this environmental impact statement:

Alfred Wright, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Glenwood Springs Resource Area

P. 0. Box 1009

Glenwood Springs, Colorado 81602
Telephone: (303) 945-2341

Date by which Protests Must Be Received: July 23, 1983
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HOW TO USE THIS DOCUMENT

This is the final environmental impact statement
(FEIS) on the Glenwood Springs Resource Man-

agement Plan. The draft environmental impact
. @ Comparative Analysis of the Continuation of Cur-

statement (DEIS), consisting of a volume of narra-
tive and a map addendum, was sent to you earlier.

This FEIS consists of a Summary, a Description of

the Proposed Plan, Affected Environment, Environ-
mental Consequences of the Proposed Plan, Public

Comments, Errata for DEIS Material Not Reprinted,

Comment Letters, Glossary, and Literature Cited.
This FEIS incorporates by reference the draft

map addendum and the following parts of the DEIS: .

Chapter 1, Introduction

® The Planning Process
@ Interrelationships

Chapter 3, Alternatives

® General Criteria Used to Formulate Alternatives

@ Capability Units

@ Management Philosophy of Continuation of Cur-
rent Management, Resource Protection, Eco-

nomic Development, and Preferred Alternatives

- @ Descriptions of the Continuation of Current Man-

agement, Resource Protection, Economic De-
velopment, and Preferred Alternatives

rent Management, Resource Protection, and
Economic Development Alternatives

@ Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from De-
tailed Study

Environmental Consequences

® Continuation of Current Management Impacts
@ Resource Protection Impacts

® Economic Development Impacts

@ Preferred Alternative Impacts

Appendixes A,C,D,E,F, H, |, J, K

Together, the DEIS, the draft map addendum,
and this document constitute the final environmen-
tal impact statement.

The Proposed Plan in this FEIS is a modified ver-
sion of the Preferred Alternative presented in the
DEIS. To aid in comparing the two alternatives,
arrows (—) have been placed in the margins in
Chapter 3 and on the maps in the back of this doc-
ument to indicate changes to the DEIS.



SUMMARY

Actions are proposed in this final environmental = rized below are the issues that were identified, the
impact statement (FEIS) to resolve issues that were  actions proposed to resolve the issues, and the ef-
identified throughout the planning process. Summa- ' fects of implementing the proposed actions.



Table 1. Summary Table

Proposed Actions

Effects

Alr Quality Management

How will the Clean Air Act, air quality classifications, and
other federal and state legislation affect development on
public land and adjacent private land (Chap. 5)?

Existing air quality would be monitored to establish a base-
line by which to measure air quality changes associated
with BLM proposals. All projects would be required to
meet applicable local, state, and federal regulations de-
signed to limit air quality degradation.

Existing air quality in this resource area would not be
degraded by actions proposed in this plan.

Water Quality Management

Which public land should the BLM manage to maintain or
enhance water quality (Chap. 3)?

Four areas would be investigated to identify the origins of
existing water quality problems. Actions would be taken to
improve the problems originating on public land.

Water quality in other areas would be maintained through
mitigation measures included in other resource program
proposals (Map 3-1).

Depending on the source of water quality problems in the
four areas and whether problems could be corrected,
management would likely improve water quality in the
problem areas. Beneficial impacts would probably be
minor in major tributaries such as the Eagle and Colorado
Rivers. Water quality would be maintained on public land
in other areas through the inclusion of mitigation meas-
ures in other resource projects.

Water Yield Management

Which public land should the BLM manage to maintain or
enhance water yield (Chap. 3)?

Water vield objectives would be achieved by designing into
forestry, livestock grazing, and wildlife habitat projects,
wherever possible, actions to increase water yield. A
water yield experiment designed to measure the water
yield benefits from aspen cutting would be conducted on
the Naval Oil Shale Reserve near Rifle, Colorado (Map 3-
2).

All vegetation manipulation proposals would probably in-
crease water yield by about 285 to 1,760 acre-feet per
year after 5 years of implementation, a relatively small
increase. The additional yield would provide additional
water to the numerous small stockponds and reservoirs in
the resource area and might prolong the flow of streams
or intermittent streams. The additional yield would specifi-
cally benefit livestock and wildlife in the resource area but
would not generally benefit the Colorado River Basin as a
whole.

Critical Watershed Areas

Which public land should be managed to protect critical
watershed values (Chap. 3)?

Measures would be taken to protect critical watersheds
(municipal watersheds, debris flow hazard zones, and
erosion hazard areas) from damage caused by motorized
vehicle use, vegetation manipulations, timber manage-
ment, mineral development, fire, livestock grazing, and
utility development. In addition, the debris flow hazard
zones adjacent to Glenwood Springs would be designated
as an area of critical environmental concern (ACEC)
providing for special management proposals in addition to
those proposed in the Glenwood Springs Debris Flow
Study (Map 3-3).

The water quality in the municipal watersheds of New Castle
and Rifle would be maintained. Debris flowing into the
town of Glenwood Springs would be reduced, and in-
creased erosion in high erosion hazard areas would be
prevented.

Alewwung



Minerals Management
1. Which public land should remain open to mineral explo-
ration and development (Chap. 3)?
2. Which lands containing federally-administered coal
should be considered suitable for coal leasing and devel-
opment (Chap. 3)?

Land currently withdrawn for other uses or to protect unique
resource values would continue to be withdrawn. Existing
constraints placed on mineral activities by other resources
would also continue. Additional constraints would be
placed upon mineral activities to protect high value recre-
ation resources, wilderness resources, and critical water-
sheds. Land not closed or restricted to mineral location,
leasing, or sales would be cpen for mineral development.
Approximately 28,520 acres in the Grand Hogback Coal
Field would be designated as acceptable for further con-
sideration for coal leasing. This would be the first step in
the BLM coal leasing process (Map 3-4).

Closing 56,430 acres of public land to mineral location,
42,344 acres to location of surface facilities for oil and
gas, 10,738 acres to oil and gas leasing, and 16,534
acres to mineral sales would reduce by a like amount the
number of acres available for exploration and develop-
ment. These reductions could adversely affect the miner-
als industry in the long term if demands for these re-
sources increase significantly. Valuable resources such as
wilderness, recreation, public water reserves, municipal
watersheds, water quality, and scenery would be protect-
ed. A total of 509,612 acres would be potentially available
for mineral location, 555,304 acres for ¢il and gas leasing,
and 549,508 acres for mineral sales.

Aquatic Habitat Management
1. Where should BLM manage fisheries habitat on public
land (Chap. 3)?
2. On what public land should the BLM request appropri-
ation of water (Chap. 3)?

Aquatic habitat of streams having more than one half mile
of continuous flow across public land and lakes surround-
ed by at least 40 acres of public land, which have existing
or easily obtainable public access and either an existing
or potential fishery, would be montored or improved. The
streams and lakes not recommended for improvement
would be monitored for changes in aquatic conditions.
Those found to be in a declining condition would be
improved as funding became available (Map 3-5).

.Minimum stream flows and pool levels. would be requested

on specified streams and lakes through the Colorado
Division of Wildlife (see Table 3-3).

Improving fisheries habitat on streams and lakes could
improve water quality and increase local fish populations,
thus improving locat fishing opportunities.

Terrestrial Habitat Management
1.  Which public land should be maintained for wildlife use
(Chap. 3)?
2. What levels of habitat management intensity are appro-
priate, and what management practices are suitable for
each level (Chap. 3, FEIS, and Appendix A, DEIS)?

Initially, 46,210 animal-unit months (AUMs) of existing
forage would be allocated for wildlife use. Following initial
allocation, 19,840 acres of vegetation would be manipu-
lated over a 20-year period to increase wildlife forage by
6,383 AUMs for a total projected allocation of 52,593
AUMs of wildlife forage.

Habitat would be made available for the introductions of
sage and sharptail grouse, turkey, peregrine falcon, and
river otter. A study area would be identified for possible
introduction of bighorn sheep.

Livestock grazing would be prohibited on some crucial
winter ranges after October 15 and on other winter and
summer ranges after November 15 to reduce competition
between species. A total of 9,710 acres of public land
would be identified for cooperative management to benefit
wildlife and administered by the Colorado Division of
Wildlife (Map 3-6).

Possible management practices for wildlife projects are
discussed in Appendix A, DEIS.

The initial forage allocation would resuit in a 2.4 percent
increase in big game pcpulations throughout the resource
area; however, decreases would occur in some game
management units. The projected forage allocation with
vegetation manipulation would result in a 16.6 percent
population increase above existing numbers but would still
be 9 percent short of meeting the Colorado Division of
Wildlife goals.

Wildlife conditions and species diversity would be main-
tained or improved throughout the resource area as a
result of wildlife habitat projects, introduction of species,
off-road vehicle restrictions, and season-of-use restric-
tions on livestock grazing.

Aewwns
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Table 1. Summary Table—Continued

Proposed Actions

Effects

Livestock Grazing Management

1. Which public land should BLM manage for livestock
forage production (Chap. 3)?

2. What level of management intensity should be practiced
on public land managed for livestock forage production,
and what management practices should be used (Chap.
3, FEIS, and Appendix A, DEIS)?

All existing grazing allotments would be managed for live-

stock forage production. Forty-two allotments would be
managed intensively either alone or in combination with
other adjacent allotments. Initially, 37,852 animal-unit
months (AUMs) of existing forage would be allocated for
livestock use. Following initial allocation, 27,800 acres of
vegetation on 98 allotments would be manipulated over
20 years to increase livestock forage by 12,742 AUMs for
a total projected livestock forage allocation of 50,594
AUMs (Map 3-7).

Initial forage allocations would result in a 1 percent increase
above existing livestock use resource area wide; however,
this would be a 33 percent decrease from active prefer-
ence (the objective). The projected long-term allocations
with vegetation manipulation would result in a 35 percent
increase above existing livestock use but would still fall
11 percent short of active preference. This would result in
an overall moderate adverse impact to operators wishing
to graze at active preference levels. These percentages
are resource area wide with some individual allotment
allocations varying significantly (see Chap. 3, Table 3-6).

The fall cut-off dates of October 15 and November 15
proposed by terrestrial habitat management would require
permittees of the 53 allotments to acquire forage else-
where during that period.

Forest Management

1. Which public land should BLM manage for commercial
forest land and woodland (Chap. 3)?

2. What techniques should be used to harvest forest prod-
ucts (Appendix A, DEIS)?

3. What level of harvest should be allowed to sustain
timber production (Chap. 3)? :

All suitable forest land supporting commercial forest and

woodland species would be managed. Major commercial
species include lodgepole pine, Engelmann spruce, Doug-
las-fir and ponderosa pine (commercial forest land) and
pinyon pine, juniper, aspen, and subalpine fir (woodland).
The annual allowable harvest level would be 1.8 million
board feet for commercial forest land and 6,465 cords for
woodland (Map 3-8).

Forest land would be managed to minimize losses to forest

resources from insects and disease. Practices that would
be used in managing forest land are listed in Appendix A,
DEIS.

Based on current and projected market demands, the pro-
posed available harvest of commerical forest land and
woodland would provide sufficient volumes of sawtimber
and fuelwood to satisfy the local timber and fuelwood
industry and provide another source of wood supplies.

Through the application of forest management practices, the
health and growth of stands would be enhanced, thereby
increasing stand productivity and yield.

Recreation Resource Management

1. What types and levels of management shouid be re-
quired to provide suitable recreational opportunities on
public land while protecting environmental quality and
eliminating conflicts with adjacent landowners (Chap. 3)?

2. What types of facilities and services should be provided
to maintain suitable recreational opportunities to accom-
modate present and future use on public land (Chap. 3)?

3. How should resource values be allocated and managed
to provide and maintain suitable recreational opportunities
on public fand (Chap. 3)?

4. Which natural and cultural features should be managed
for recreational, scientific, and educational purposes
(Chap. 3)?

Recreation opportunity spectrum classes would be adopted

(Map 3-9).

Existing recreational facilities would be maintained and 23

additional facilities would be developed to help accommo-
date both existing and future demands. Recreational
access would be provided to several areas with high
recreational values.

Special recommendations would be implemented in Hack

Lake, Deep Creek, Thompson Creek, the upper Colorado
River, and Bull Guich to protect high quality recreational
values (Map 3-10).

Existing recreational settings would be maintained in most
areas. Continued maintenance would prevent deteriora-
tion of existing and proposed recreational facilities. Both
existing and future recreation demands would be met, and
fragile recreation resource values would be protected.

Arewwng



Social and Economic Conditions

1. What significant social and economic impacts can be
expected to result from public land and resource manage-
ment decisions (Chap. 5)?

2. What social and economic needs of communities in the
resource area could be addressed by BLM (Chap. 3,
especially Land Tenure and Critical Watershed Areas
sections; Chap. 5)?

None proposed.

The net economic impact of the Proposed Plan would be
positive and small. An increase in forage available to big
game could yield an eventual increase of $1 million in
personal income. This is less than one half of one percent
of growth resource area wide. However, this increase
would be significant because it would largely occur in the
traditionally slow fall period and would focus on those
sectors providing services to hunters. Further income
growth would be brought about by expanded sales of
timber and fuelwood. Although the net change in livestock
forage allocation would be minimal, several ranching op-
erations would see ssignificant changes in their net rev-
enues. Sales of public land would generate up to $10.5
million in federal revenues.

Community social needs could be served by providing land
for sale or disposal by lease for public purposes.

Negative economic impacts to the city of Glenwood Springs
could be avoided through the implementation of actions in
debris flow areas.

Cultural Resource Management

1. What is the value of each cultural resource, and how
should these resources be protected (Chap. 3, FEIS, and
Appendix A, DE!S)?

2. Which public land should receive special designation,
"and which designation is most appropriate (Chap. 3)?

3. What can be done to prevent loss of cultural resources
(Chap. 3, FEIS, and Appendix A, DEIS)?

Selected sites identified as having high value for manage-
ment would be actively managed as outlined in the Glen-
wood Springs Cultural Resource Management Guide. The
remaining sites would be managed as prescribed by law
and policy to protect cultural resource values.

Approximately 4,178 acres known as the Biue Hill Archae-
ological District would be nominated for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places and would be desig-
nated as a area of critical environmental concern.

Project areas would be inventoried for cuitural resources
prior to project approval. Measures would be taken to
protect any cultural resources found.

By comparing each site to the Glenwood Springs Cultural
Resource Management Guide, it would be possible to
determine the relative value of each site and the type of
management needed to proteci it.

New information about past “civilizations would be obtained
from managing the Blue Hill Archaeological District and
other high value sites. Protection from natural or man-
caused deterioration would be provided to these sites
through special protective measures.

Paleontological Resource Management

How should important paleontological values be protected
(Chap. 3)?

Projects would be inventoried for paleontological resources
in areas with high paleontological value prior to project
approval. Measures would be taken to protect any pale-
ontological resources found.

Inventory of project sites prior to project approvali would
continue to protect paleontological resources from de-
struction.

Wilderness Management

Which public land should be recommended to Congress as
suitable for designation as wilderness (Chap. 3)?

A total of 10,118 acres would be recommended to Congress
for designation as wilderness: a total of 330 acres in the
Eagle Mountain Wilderness Study Area (WSA) and 10
acres in the Hack Lake WSA would be recommended
under Section 202 of the Federal Land Policy and Man-
agement Act of 1976 (FLPMA), and a total of 9,778 acres
in the Bull Gulch WSA would be recommended under
Section 603 of FLPMA (Map 3:11).

Approximately 10,118 acres of additional wilderness would
be recommended suitable for addition to the wilderness
preservation system.

A total of 19,876 acres of public land identified as nonsuita-
ble for wilderness designation would be managed for
other purposes.

Upon plan approval, 3,350 acres of public land in the Hack
Lake WSA would be released from the wilderness review
process and returned to multiple use.
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Table 1. Summary Table—Continued

Proposed Actions

Effects

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Which public land should be designated as areas of critical
environmental concern (ACECs) (Chap. 3)?

Five areas would be designated as ACECs—the lower Colo-
rado River cooperative management area, Glenwood
Springs debris flow hazard zone, Deep Creek, Bull Guich,
and the Blue Hill Archaeological District—to. protect im-
portant wildlife and riparian habitat, high quality scenic
areas, critical watershed areas, and important archae-
ological values (Map 3-12).

Important and valuable resources would be protected from
resource degradation in all five areas.

Visual Resource Management

What type or level of management should be used to
maintain or enhance the visual quality of public land
consistent with multiple use management objectives
(Chap. 3)?

Visual resource management (VRM) classes (Map 3-13)
would be adopted. Deep Creek and Bulli Gulch would be
designated as areas of critical environmental concern and
managed under VRM Class | objectives. Thompson Creek
Natural Environment Area would also be managed under
Class | objectives. Some existing Class Il areas would be
changed to Class Il to allow for vegetation manipulations
proposed by forest, livestock grazing, and wildlife man-
agement programs.

Visual quality would be maintained through the establish-
ment of VRM classes. High value scenic quality would be
maintained in Bull Gulch, Thompson Creek, and Deep
Creek through special management programs.

Land Tenure Adjustments

Which public land should be identified for disposal and
retention (Chap. 3)?

Approximately 15,500 acres of public land would be recom-
mended for disposal. Cooperative management would be
proposed on 62,780 acres. Public land recommended for
retention would total 487,762 acres (Map 3-14).

Big game populations would suffer from the disposal of
7,386 acres of public land crucial winter range. A minor
insignificant loss of forest products and livestock forage
would also occur. Administrative efficiency would be sub-
stantially improved by disposing of small, isolated, unman-
ageable parcels of public land.

Off-Road Vehicle Management

Which public land should be designated open, closed, or
limited to off-road vehicle (ORV) use (Chap. 3)?

Off-road vehicles would be allowed on 393,615 acres, limit-
ed on 152,001 acres, and closed on 20,426 acres of
public land (Map 3-37).

In areas closed or limited to ORV use, fragile and unique
resource values would be protected. Because of the large
acreage proposed as open for ORV use, the loss of ORV
opportunities would be insignificant.

Transportation Management

Where is legal access to public land necessary or desirable
(Chap. 3)?

Additional public access would be available on 41 miles of
road and 48 miles of trail.

Forty-eight new easements for public access would also be
identified. This new access would would support other
resource programs such as recreation, wildlife, and forest
management (Map 3-16).

A significant amount of new legal public access would be
provided to nearly all large blocks of public land. Addition-
al legal access would open up presently inaccessible
public land to resource management, thus helping to
accomplish management objectives.

Arewwns



Utility and Communication Facility Management

Which public land should be identified as suitable for utility
and communication facility development (Chap. 3)?

A total of 20,756 acres of public land would be designated
as unsuitable for the placement of utility and communica-
tion facilities. A total of 101,293 acres would be designat-
ed as sensitive, and 443,993 acres (the remainder of the
public land in the resource area) would be designated as
suitable for consideration (Map 3-17).

Identification of zones as unsuitable, sensitive, and suitable
for consideration would help utility companies better
design proposals for land use authorizations. This should
help reduce processing costs and increase efficiency.
Those resource values present in the unsuitable zones
would be protected from adverse impacts associated with
the construction and operation of utility and communica-
tion facilities.

Fire Management
1. Which public land should be managed to reduce fire
hazards (Chap. 3)?
2. Which public land would benefit from fire when used as
a management tool (Chap. 3)?

A total of 31,780 acres of public land would be designated
fire exclusion zones. Fire management zones would be
designated on 221,440 acres, and fire suppression zones
would be designated on the remaining public land
(312,882 acres) (Map 3-18).

By specifying where fire is wanted and unwanted, time and
money would be saved by fighting only unwanted fires.
Moreover, some resources would benefit from fire as a
tool to accomplish their management objectives.

Arewuing
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INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the Proposed Plan in this final envi- -

ronmental impact statement (FEIS) is to identify
what the BLM believes to be the best management
approach for resolving identified resource manage-
ment concerns and public issues. These concerns
and issues determined the need for planning by
pointing out management opportunities or problems
associated with current management. The issues
and proposals to address the issues are presented
in the Summary section of this FEIS.

The plan proposes land use allocations, broad -

production goals, and restrictions on some re-
source programs to protect important resource
values. In most cases, it does not describe or ana-
lyze all the specific actions that would be taken to

implement the proposals. Some specific actions will

be described and analyzed in site-specific activity
plans following approval of the Proposed Plan.

In addition to meeting the requirements in the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
for land use planning (43 CFR, Part 1600), the re-
source management plan satisfies the BLM'’s policy
to (1) identify lands suitable for wilderness designa-
tion (the study phase of BLM’s wilderness review
process); (2) identify lands having potential for coal
development as suitable or unsuitable for further
consideration for coal leasing (43 CFR, Part 3400);
(3) respond to the court mandate (Natural Re-
sources Defense Council et al. versus Watt (Civil
Action 1983-75)) that requires the BLM to complete
a livestock grazing EIS; and (4) identify public land
as open, closed, or limited for off-road vehicle use
(Executive Order 11989).

The final plan published with the record of deci-

sion will describe in detail the approved manage-
ment and will replace existing plans (management -

framework plans) developed several years ago for
approximately two-thirds of the resource area. The
final plan will reduce the number of individual re-
source plans and environmental impact statements
written by including all resources in a comprehen-
sive and integrated analysis of all resource propos-
als and associated impacts.
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HOW THE PROPOSED PLAN WILL
BE IMPLEMENTED AND
MONITORED

A record of decision will be issued following pub-
lication of this final environmental impact statement
(FEIS) on the proposed resource management plan
(RMP). Printed with the record of decision will be
the final RMP. The final RMP will contain the deci-
sions on all the land use recommendations pro-
posed in this FEIS. It will also contain implementa-
tion criteria and a monitoring plan.

The implementation criteria will guide the order in
which projects are implemented. These criteria will
be tied to the budget process and will be applied
annually to determine the projects that will be ac-
complished first, second, and so on.

The monitoring plan will outline monitoring pro-
grams for evaluating the effectiveness of plan pro-
posals such as forage allocations and water quality
improvements. Monitoring will determine whether
assumptions were correctly applied and impacts
correctly predicted. Monitoring will also help to es-
tablish long-term use and resource condition trends
for the resource area and will provide valuable in-
formation for future planning.

The record of decision will be the approval au-
thority for implementing the land use allocations,
broad production goals, and other actions con-
tained in the final RMP. However, activity plans and
environmental assessments will be required prior to
conducting specific actions such as timber harvest-
ing. For example, forest management plans will
show specific project locations; describe and ana-
lyze the impacts of specific actions associated with
development, operation, and rehabilitation of the
project; and compare project costs with project
benefits.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING
AREA

The Glenwood Springs Resource Area is located
in west central Colorado 85 miles east of the BLM
Grand Junction District Office (Fig. 1-1). It is bor-
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Introduction

dered on the north and east by the BLM Craig Dis-
trict and White River National Forest, on the south
by the White River and Grand Mesa National For-
ests and the BLM Grand Junction Resource Area,
and on the west by the BLM Grand Junction Re-
source Area.

The land ownership pattern is fragmented and
stretches about 100 miles from west to east and 60
miles from north to south. The area lies primarily
within Garfield, Eagle, and Pitkin Counties with
smaller parts in Routt, Rio Blanco, and Mesa Coun-
ties. Approximately 1,280,000 acres of public, state,

and private lands lie within the resource area

- boundaries. Public land accounts for 566,042 of
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these acres. Figure 1-2, located at the end of this
document, shows land status.
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CHAPTER 2

ISSUES AND PLANNING CRITERIA

Following is a summary of the issues and planning
criteria that were developed to guide the team in
their approach to resolving land use problems. The
planning issue is listed first, followed by those crite-
ria applicable to the issue.

Issues and the proposed actions recommended
to resolve the issues are also discussed in the
Summary section of this document.

Air Quality Management

How will the Clean Air Act, air quality classifica-
tions, and other federal and state legislation affect
development on public. land and adjacent private
land?

@ Determine the potential effect of resource man-
agement proposals on air quality.

@ |dentify the current air quality classifications and
determine where they apply.

® Comply with all applicable federal and state air
quality standards and regulations.

Water Quality Management

Which public land should the BLM manage to main-

tain or enhance water quality?

@ Identify the needs and opportunities for water
quality management.

@ Determine the effect of water quality manage-
ment on other resources and resource pro-
grams.

® Comply with all applicable federal, state, and
local legislation.

Water Yield Management

Which public land should the BLM manage to main-
tain or enhance walter yield?

@ Determine the need and opportunities for water
yield management.

@ Determine the effect of water yield management
on other resources.

Critical Watershed Areas

Which public land should be managed to protect
critical watershed values?

- @ Delineate critical watershed areas.

. @ Determine the potential for management of criti-

cal watershed areas.

@ Determine the effect of management on other re-
sources.

Minerals Management

1. Which public land should remain open to miner-
al exploration and development?

@ Comply with all applicable laws, regulations, and
policies pertaining to mineral exploration and
development.

@ Identify known and potential valuable mineral re-
sources within the resource area.

@ Consider state and county land use plans, mining
regulations, cooperative agreements and
memorandums of understanding.

® Coordinate with other land management or regu-
latory agencies.

@ Obtain the input and concerns from industry and
the public.

® Determine the effect (compatibility) on other re-

2
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sources of mineral exploration and develop-
ment.

Which lands containing federally-administered
coal should be considered suitable for coal
leasing and development?

@ Comply with all applicable Bureau laws, regula-
tions, and policies pertaining to coal leasing
and development.

@ Identify known and potential valuable coal re-
sources within the resource area.
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® Apply the unsuitability criteria for coal.

® Coordinate with other land management or regu-
latory agencies.

Aquatic Habitat Management

1. Where should BLM manage fisheries habitat on

public land?

@® Determine fish populations, species, habitat
needs, and trends of the streams and lakes in
the resource area.

@ Assume that the supply and demand for fisheries
habitat is related to the supply and demand for
fishing.

® Determine current stream condition, quality, and
trend.

2. On what pub//c land should the BLM request
appropriation of water?

@® Determine the current or proposed need for
water. .

® Determine the availability of water.

@® Comply with applicable state and federal legisla-
tion.

Terrestrial Habitat Management

1. Which public land should be maintained for

wildlife use?

@ Determine the existing and future uses of the re-
source area on both public and private lands.

® Identify existing and potential wildlife use areas
on public and private lands.

@ |dentify riparian and wetland habitats.

@ Identify habitat requirements for threatened or
endangered species, sensitive species, state-
listed common species, cavity-dwelling birds
and mammals, all raptors, riparian/wetland-de-
pendent species, and sage grouse.

@ Identify special habitats such as crucial winter
range, migration routes, and elk calving areas.

2 . What levels of habitat management intensity
are appropriate, and what management prac-
tices are suitable for each level?

® Determine the forage requirements for big game
species.

@ Determine the condition and trend of existing big
game habitat.
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@ Identify existing wildlife species, populations, and
trend on public land.

@ Identify crucial habitat for major wildlife species
in the resource area.

@ Determine the potential for improvement of the
habitat.

@ Determine the wildlife species to which forage
will be allocated.

@ Determine the importance of seasonal use areas.

@ Determine the social and economic impacts
when establishing forage allocations.

@ Identify existing and potential wildlife habitat
problem areas.

Livestock Grazing Management

1. Which public land should BLM manage for live-

stock forage production?

@® Determine which lands are suitable for livestock
grazing.

@ ldentify existing livestock use areas on public
land.

® Define the requirements for all other competing
uses for space including threatened and en-
dangered species.

® Assume that all public land suitable for livestock
grazing will be managed for livestock grazing.

@ Determine the social and economic demand, de-
pendency, and trend of the local livestock in-
dustry.

What level of management intensity and live-
stock use should be proposed on public land
managed for livestock forage production, and
what management practices should be used?

@ Determine the required level of management in-
tensity for livestock grazing by allotment.

® Determine existing forage condition and trend.

® Determine the potential for increased forage pro-
duction.

® Define other resource problems that could be im-
proved through grazing management.

@ Determine forage requirements for all livestock
species.

@ Determine forage requirements for all other uses.

® Consider all demands on the forage and the as-
sociated impacts when allocating forage.
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Forest Management

1. Which public land should BLM manage for
commercial forest land and woodland?

@ Assume that all public land suitable and available
for timber management will be managed for
the purpose of producing timber products.

@ Determine forest manageability and availability.

@ |dentify resource values sensitive to timber man-
agement and determine locations where timber
management should be restricted.

2. What techniques should be used to harvest
forest products?

@ Assume that the timber management practice
used will be designed to meet the ecological
needs of the tree species and to maximize
forest resource wood outputs.

® Consider the demand and need for management
of the timber resource.

® Follow established guidelines for harvest and
management practices.

® Consider the potential impacts associated with
the various management practices.

3. What level of harvest should be allowed to sus-
tain timber production?

® Assume that, within the constraints of the sus-
tained use principles, a practical, technically
feasible, and economically sound level of man-
agement will be recommended and that the
protection or enhancement of other resource
values will be considered.

Recreation Resource Management

1. What types and levels of management should
be required to provide suitable recreational op-
portunities on public land while protecting envi-
ronmental quality and reducing conflicts with
adjacent landowners?

® Determine the capabilities of the public land to
generate recreational use over time.

® Determine the existing recreational settings in
the resource area.

@ Identify the existing types and levels of recre-
ational use in the area.

@ Define existing recreational opportunity spectrum
(ROS) management classes.

@ ldentify existing and potential conflicts with adja-
cent land uses and landowners.

@ Identify the management requirements to main-
tain recreational opportunities.

© 2. What types of facilities and services should be

provided to maintain suitable recreational op-
portunities to accommodate present and future
use on public land?

@ Identify the recreational values of activities, set-
tings, and experiences—the ROS system.

@ Identify existing and predicted use levels.

~ @ Consider the ROS class in which the facility is to

. 4,

be placed.

3. How should resource values be managed to
provide and maintain suitable recreational op-
portunities on public land?

@ Estimate current and future needs for recreation-
al opportunities.

® Specify resource values needing protection to
accommodate existing or future recreational
use.

Which natural and cultural features should be
managed for recreational, scientific, and edu-
cational purposes?

@ Identify significant features using local, state, and
national inventories, registers, other publica-
tions, or knowledgeable contacts.

@ Determine manageability of the features.

. @ |dentify potential conflicts with adjacent land
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uses.
® Examine aspects of visitor safety.

Social and Economic Conditions

1. What significant social and economic impacts
can be expected to result from public land and
resource management decisions?

@ Determine what actions are likely to leave signifi-
cant social or economic impacts.

® Analyze the local economy and the extent to
which it is dependent on BLM.

® Evaluate current infrastructure in areas potential-
ly affected by BLM decisions.

@ Evaluate community attitudes and social values
that are likely to affect BLM decisions.

2 What social and economic needs of communi-
ties in the resource area could be addressed
by BLM?

@ |dentify social and economic needs that involve
the management of public land.
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@ Specify actions that BLM could take to address
these needs.

Cultural Resource Management

What is the value of each cultural resource,
and how should these resources be protected?

2. Which public land should receive special desig-
nation, and which designation is most appropri-
ate?

3. What can be done to prevent loss of cultural
resources?

@ Use the Glenwood Springs Cultural Resource
Management Guide to determine the value of
each cultural resource and what techniques
are available for the protection and manage-
ment of the sites.

® Use the criteria for determining if a cultural re-
source is eligible for inclusion to the National
Register of Historic Places.

Paleontological Resource Management

How.should important paleontological values be
protected?

® Use the Bureau’s established procedures for

identifying and protecting important paleonto-
logical resource values.

Wilderness Management

Which public land should be recommended to Con-
gress as suitable for designation as wilderness?

@ Analyze wilderness study areas (WSAs), all of
which meet the minimum characteristics for wil-
derness study.

@® Use those additional analysis criteria and quality
standards identified in BLM’s study policy to
evaluate the WSAs for wilderness suitablility.

Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern

Which public land should be designated as areas of
critical environmental concern?

@ Use the BLM’s established policy for the identifi-
cation and management of areas of critical en-
vironmental concern.
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Visual Resource Management

What type or level of management should be used
to maintain or enhance the visual quality of public
land consistent with multiple use management ob-
Jectives?

® Use the BLM'’s established policy for the man-
agement of visual resources—the visual re-
source management system.

Land Tenure Adjustments

Which public land should be identified for disposal
and retention?

@ Consider resource values, size, location, adjacent
land use, land ownership patterns, and the
needs of the other resources when determining
which public land should be classified for dis-
posal or retention.

® Coordinate proposals with other agencies.

® Consider all applicable laws, regulations, and
policies.

Off-Road Vehicle Management

Which public land should be designated open,
closed, or limited to off-road vehicle use?

@ Determine the impacts of existing and potential
off-road vehicle use on public land.

® Coordinate with other resources to minimize con-
flicts with other existing and proposed uses.

® Coordinate with other agencies.

Transportation Management

Where is legal access to public land necessary or
desirable?

® Determine the existing access situation.

® Determine the needs for access by BLM, the
public, and other agencies.

@ Determine the type of access needed.

@ Identify the impacts on the physical, social, and
economic environment.

@ Consider all applicable laws, court decisions, reg-
ulations, and policies.
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Utility and Communication Facility
Management

Which public land should be identified as suitable
for utility and communication facility development?

@ |dentify existing facilities.

@ Determine the future needs of the area for these
facilities.

® Determine the suitability of public land for utility
and communication facilities.

@ Identify important resource values that would be
adversely impacted by facility development.

@ Coordinate with other agencies and utility compa-
nies.

Fire Management

1. Which public land should be managed to
reduce fire hazards?

Which public land would benefit from fire when
used as a management tool?

® Determine the current situation on public land for
fuel loading, high fire hazard areas, fire prob-
ability, and fire occurrence.

@ Analyze the fire history for the resource area.

@ Determine the manageability of public land to
use fire as a tool.

® Identify the needs of the other resource pro-
grams and how fire could play a role in the
management of those resources.

3. How will controlled burning practices be imple-
mented to minimize air quality impacts from re-
sulting particulates?

2

'@ Controlled burns and any other open burning
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would comply with BLM Manual Section 7723,
Air Quality Management Requirements, to mini-
mize air quality impacts from resulting particu-
lates.



CHAPTER 3

THE PROPOSED PLAN



CHAPTER 3

THE PROPOSED PLAN

INTRODUCTION

Chapter 3 describes the Proposed Plan. It is divid-
ed into five major sections: (1) How the Proposed
Plan was Selected, (2) Management Philosophy, (3)
Description of the Proposed Plan, (4) Summary of
Actions in Specific Geographic Areas, and (5) Com-
parative Analysis.

HOW THE PROPOSED PLAN WAS
SELECTED

The Proposed Plan was selected by a team com-
posed of the district manager, area manager, team
leader, and appropriate team specialists. It was re-
viewed by the State Director. It was selected based
on (1) issues raised throughout the planning proc-
ess, (2) public input received during the formal 90-
day comment period and at meetings, workshops,
and in response to newsletters, (3) a set of deci-
sion criteria (presented in Chapter 3, DEIS), and (4)
the environmental analysis developed on the previ-
ously-formulated alternatives.

MANAGEMENT PHILOSOPHY

Introduction

The Management Philosophy section describes
the major emphasis or management direction of the
Proposed Plan. The philosophy will guide the land
manager in making decisions regarding consistency
of new proposals not considered in the plan. How-

ever, the final determination on consistency will be .

made only by comparing the specific outside pro-
posal to the proposals in the plan.

Philosophy

This Proposed Plan emphasizes not only the pro-
tection of fragile and unique resources but also the
production and development of renewable and non-

" renewable resources. The protection and produc-
- tion of resources are not in geographic conflict.

Under the Proposed Plan, livestock grazing and

. wildlife habitat would both be given management

emphasis directed toward maintaining or increasing
existing wildlife populations and stabilizing grazing
operations. A total of 10,118 acres would be rec-

~ommended suitable for wilderness. Critical water-

sheds near Glenwood Springs, Rifle, and New
Castle and erosion hazard areas scattered through-
out the resource area would receive special protec-
tion. Visual resources would be emphasized re-
source area wide, especially along the Interstate 70

. and Highway 82 travel corridors and in Thompson

Creek, Bull Gulch, and Deep Creek. Restrictions on
mineral development would be minimized except in
areas where important and unique resource values
would be lost from activities associated with mining.
Forest management would occur at near current
levels, and recreation would be focused on the
upper Colorado River for floatboating and in high
use areas to minimize resource degradation.

DESCRIPTION OF THE
PROPOSED PLAN

This section describes in detail for each resource

~ the management objective, the specific proposed

management actions, the rationale tor those ac-
tions, any required support from other resources, a
description of the procedures for implementation of
the proposed actions, a discussion of the consist-

- ency of the proposals with other agency plans, and

a brief analysis of the major environmental effects
of implementing the proposed actions. A descrip-
tion of the other alternatives—Continuation of Cur-
rent Management, Resource Protection, Economic
Development, and the Preferred Alternative—are
displayed in the draft environmental impact state-

- ment (DEIS). -

Throughout this section, you will find references
to maps. These maps display management actions

" proposed by each resource under the Proposed

Plan. They have been compiled at the end of this
document for your review. The maps displaying the
DEIS alternatives are located in a separate map ad-

"~ dendum which was published as part of the DEIS.
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Required management stipulations were devel-
oped by specific resource to reduce impacts of pro-
posed actions. These stipulations are part of the
Proposed Plan and are required upon plan imple-
mentation. They are located in Appendix B.

The Proposed Plan is a modified version of the
Preferred Alternative presented in the DEIS. To aid
in comparing the two alternatives, arrows (—) have
been placed in the margins of changed pages to in-
dicate changes to the Preferred Alternative.

Air Quality Management

Objective

To limit air quality degradation in the resource
area by ensuring public land use activities are in
compliance with federal, state, and local legislation.

Proposed Management Actions

Existing air quality would be inventoried to estab-
lish a baseline from which changes associated with
BLM or other agency proposals could be deter-
mined. Future impacts from BLM actions would be
predicted prior to implementation. Proposed proj-
ects would comply with all applicable local, state,
and federal regulations to limit air quality degrada-
tion.

Rationale

Preservation of air quality is important to public
health and welfare (local economy, aesthetics, and
so on), but development in the resource area
(through industrialization, population growth, and
the like), will cause deterioration. In certain areas,
the existing air quality is so pure and unique that
special legislation has been passed to limit signifi-
cant deterioration (PSD Class | and Colorado Cate-
gory areas); however, BLM’s ability to limit regional
impacts is limited. Specifically, the BLM will contin-
ue to comply with all applicable local, state, and
federal air quality regulations in order to limit air
quality degradations due to BLM activities.

Support

Technical support would be required from air
quality specialists in the Colorado State Department
of Health, Air Pollution Control Division; U. S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, Region Vill; and the
U. S. Forest Service, Region |l
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implementation

Site-specific project plans for proposals affecting
public and adjacent lands would be reviewed for
compliance with existing air quality laws and poli-
cies protecting these areas. BLM personnel would
coordinate with state and federal agencies and pri-
vate grganizations to incorporate existing monitor-
ing data. Additional monitoring might be implement-
ed by BLM when necessary. Potential air quality im-
pacts from BLM actions would be addressed
through environmental assessments. Mitigation
would be incorporated into project proposals when
necessary to reduce air quality degradation.

Consistency

These procedures are consistent with Colorado
Department of Health, Air Pollution Control Division
and U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region
VIiil, goals for air quality management.

Effects

Deterioration of air quality would be limited as re-
quired by law.

Water Quality Management

The resource area lies within two 208 planning
regions. Pitkin, Eagle, and Routt Counties lie within
the Northwest Colorado Council of Governments’
208 region; Garfield, Mesa, and Rio Blanco Coun-
ties fall within the Colorado West Area Council of
Governments’ 208 region. BLM intends to comply
with water quality guidelines developed in these
208 plans and with state water quality standards.

Objective

To maintain or improve existing water quality in
the resource area where possible.

Proposed Management Actions

Four areas shown on Map 3-1 would be investi-
gated to identity the origins of existing water quality
problems. Actions would be taken to improve the
problems originating on public land using manage-
ment techniques listed in Appendix A (DEIS).

Remaining public land outside these water quality
management areas would be managed to maintain
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or improve water quality through other resource
programs.

Rationale -

Areas were proposed for water quality manage-
ment if (1) they were identified as having poor
water quality by the BLM’'s water quality monitoring
program or by other agencies’ water quality moni-
toring efforts and (2) they contained a large per-
centage of public land in the watershed and, there-
fore, a high probability existed that public land was
the source of much of the problem. In addition to
the above, public concern over the impact of sedi-
ment from the Milk and Alkali Creek watersheds on
the fisheries of the Eagle River prompted recom-
mendations for water quality management in these
drainages.

Support

Engineering support would be required in the
design and construction of proposals for protection
of water quality. Erosion control structures would
require, at a minimum, the filing of a permit with the
Colorado State Engineer. Water rights would be re-
quired for perennial streams, on reservoirs over 10
acre-feet in size, or on dams tallier than 15 feet.

Implementation

The authority to monitor the four areas identifed
on Map 3-1 to determine sources of water quality
problems would be the approval of the Proposed
Plan.

However, prior to monitoring, a water quality
monitoring plan would be prepared to detail the
type of monitoring that would be conducted. It
would outline how surface-disturbing activities such
as range and wildlife vegetation manipulations,
timber and woodland harvest, road construction,
and minerals projects would be evaluated.

For project monitoring, the above and below or
paired station approach would be used, and sam-
ples would be collected as frequently as needed to
detect statistically significant changes in water qual-
ity. Monitoring would be conducted to ensure that
Colorado state water quality standards were not
violated and sediment thresholds were not exceed-
ed. Project monitoring would also evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of mitigation measures and would be
useful for recommending remedial action, if neces-

sary.
Prior to taking corrective actions to reduce water

quality problems identified through monitoring, a
site-specific activity plan would be written. The ac-

tivity plan would outline specific measures to rectify
the problems. An environmental assessment would
be prepared to analyze the impacts of the pro-
posed corrective measures.

In addition to monitoring and taking corrective ac-
tions to improve water quality, site-specific mitiga-
tion measures would be included in other resource
projects having the potential to affect water quality.

Consistency

Except for 208 plans and state water quality
standards, local land use plans and policies do not
specifically address water quality.

The Colorado West Area 208 Plan essentially

~ leaves planning for control of nonpoint sources of

poliution on public land to public land management
agencies but recommends they prepare nonpoint
source control plans. In its continuing planning pro-
gram proposals, the 208 plan recommends a
number of water quality measures that are consist-
ent with the water quality recommendations under
the Proposed Plan.

The Northwest Colorado Council of Govern-

. ments’ 208 Plan addresses among other topics,

vegetation disturbance. In its policy statement, it
says that “The surface and ground waters of the
region shall be protected by maintaining permanent
vegetative cover and by controlling disturbances to

. vegetation.” A number of administrative guidelines
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proposed in this section of the 208 plan are also
consistent with water quality recommendations
under the Proposed Plan. A second policy section
entitled Encroachment states as objectives that site
disturbances on lands adjacent to surface waters
and riparian environments be minimized and that al-
teration and filling of stream channels also be mini-
mized. These objectives are also consistent with
water quality management recommendations. In ad-
dition, the Northwest Colorado Council of Govern-
ments’ 208 Plan recommends enforcement of maxi-
mum allowable departures of stream suspended
sediments based on administrative criteria pro-
posed by the U. S. Forest Service. These levels
were used to analyze significance of vegetation
treatment impacts in the water quality Environmen-
tal Consequences section. Actions proposed to
maintain or improve water quality have received fa-
vorable support from affected city and county gov-
ernments.

Effects

Depending on the source of water quality prob-
lems in problem areas and whether they would im-
prove with management, some improvement in
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water quality would likely occur in the problem
areas with negligible beneficial impacts occurring in
major tributaries such as the Eagle and Colorado
Rivers. :

Water Yield Management

Objective

=p  To increase water yield throughout the resource

area through forest management practices and
_through treatment of mountain brush vegetation
types to improve livestock and big game forage.

Proposed Management Actions

==p  Water yield objectives would be achieved by in-

cluding, to the extent possible, design features in
other resource activity project proposals that in-
crease water yield. Projects that could be designed
to increase water yield include mountain brush
(oakbrush being the main component) treatment by
mechanical manipulation or by burning to increase
forage for livestock and wildlife, commercial forest
harvest, and aspen and spruce-fir harvest (Map 3-
2). Design features that could be incorporated in
these programs are listed in Appendix A (DEIS).

==p> An experiment would be conducted on the Naval

Oil Shale Reserve west of Rifle to determine both
the quantity and time of year that increases in
water yield could be expected from aspen harvest.

Tentatively, the experiment would be conducted
by laying out an aspen cutting area on one drain-
age and then monitoring the effects on streamflow.
A second drainage would be left undisturbed and
used as a control. Aspen harvest units would not
exceed 40 acres or 10 percent of a watershed,
whichever is greater.

Success of the experiment would be judged on
its effects on quantity and timing of water yield,
peak flows, and environmental effects. If the aspen
experiment were not successful, water yield would
not be included as an objective of project proposals
in aspen areas. Only if the experiment were suc-
cessful and indicated water yield could be a valua-
ble byproduct of aspen harvest would the objec-
tives and design featires be included into other
forest management practices for aspen. Any subse-
quent harvest of aspen would be by conventional
cutting methods. Cuts would be rotated through
aspen stands, and no more than 315 acres would
be harvested each year. Herbicides would not be
used.
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Rationale

The water yield proposals were developed in re-
sponse to concerns about the scarcity of water.
These concerns were voiced at the initial series of
public meetings held around the state and by the
Grand Junction District Advisory Council.

The recommendations under this Proposed Plan
have been revised in response to public comments
on the DEIS and review of inventory information.
The Proposed Plan recommends that water yield
be increased as a secondary objective of manage-
ment by other resource programs rather than by
management specifically for the purpose of increas-
ing water yield as proposed in the DEIS. This rec-
ommendation reduces the scale of the water yield
proposals from those in the DEIS and makes addi-
tional water yield a secondary benefit of other man-
agement activities.

The experiment proposed in the DEIS and in the
FEIS under the Proposed Plan would enable site-
specific evaluation of the effects of aspen harvest
on water yield and timing, peak flows, and environ-
mental conditions such as water quality, erosion,
scenic values, and wildlife, and health and vigor of
species. Aspen was proposed for the study be-
cause of the shortage of site-specific information
that exists for water yield changes resulting from
aspen harvest. The Naval Oil Shale Reserve was
selected as the site for the experiment for several
reasons. First, it contains one of the largest con-
centrations of aspen in the resource area. Second,
a network of U. S. Geological Survey stream gaug-
ing stations that collect both streamflow and water
quality data has been in place for about 6 years.
Third, a network of rain gauging and snow monitor-
ing courses exists. The cumulative effect is that a
great deal of baseline information is already availa-
ble, and, if these facilities could be incorporated
into the study, the costs of conducting the study
could be reduced.

The work would be coordinated with the Depart-
ment of Energy.

Support

Fire management support would be needed for
managing natural fire in areas where water yield ob-
jectives could be met through fire management.

Implementation

Following approval of the Proposed Plan, a re-
search proposal for the water yield study would be
prepared. This proposal would detail the location,
treatment technique, length of the study, monitor-
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ing, equipment, manpower, budget requirements,
and the criteria by which the study would be judged
a success or failure. Other interested parties would
be invited to participate in the study.

Assuming the project were successful, design
features that increase water yield in aspen areas
would be included to the extent possible in forestry
proposals for aspen management.

Water yield measures for other vegetation types
would be included in the design of other projects
such as mountain brush treatments by the range
and wildlife programs or timber harvest by the for-
estry program.

The only monitoring that would be conducted
specifically for water yield is the initial water yield
study on the Naval Oil Shale Reserve. Water qual-
ity monitoring would be conducted during imple-
mentation of aspen treatments once the study were
completed, assuming results were favorable.

Consistency

Local land use plans and policies do not specifi-
cally address water yield. Recent draft U. S. Forest
Service plans do support management to increase
water yield.

Effects

Depending on the extent to which water yield
design features could be included in other resource
proposals, the cumulative effect of the woodland
and commercial forest harvest and mountain brush
manipulation would be an increase in water yield of

- 700 to 3,440 acre-feet per year after 20 years of

implementation. The additional yield, depending on
location and timing, would provide additional water
to the numerous small stockponds and reservoirs in

. the resource area and might prolong the discharge

of springs and intermittent streams. The additional
yield would benefit livestock and wildlife and be of

" negligible benefit to water users in the Colorado
. River Basin as a whole.

Critical Watershed Areas

~ Cbjective

To protect the municipal watersheds providing
domestic water for the communities of Rifle and
New Castle, to manage debris flow hazard zones
adjacent to Glenwood Springs, and to protect wa-

tershed conditions in erosion hazard areas.

Proposed Management Actions

Measures would be taken to protect critical wa-
tersheds from damage by motorized vehicle use,
vegetation manipulations, timber harvesting, mineral
development, fire, livestock grazing, and utility de-
velopment as shown in Table 3-1. In addition, the
debris flow hazard zones adjacent to Glenwood
Springs would be designated as an area of critical
environmental concern (ACEC) so that special

~ management including recommendations evolving

from the Glenwood Springs Debris Flow Study
could be implemented. Critical watershed locations
are shown on Map 3-3.

Table 3-1. Summary of Restrictions Proposed on Critical Watershed Areas

Action Mw DFHZ? EHA®
Acres identified for protection (Map 3-3) ... sssenneseseret e eessssesssssssstansasassssensens 5,858 7,126 50,200
Acres closed to off-road vehicle use (Map 3-15)...... . 0 0 0
Motorized vehicle travel limited to existing roads and trails during late spring (Map 3-15) 0 0 8,500
Motorized vehicle travel limited to existing roads and trails year round (Map 3-15)............. 0 0 41,700
Motorized vehicle travel limited to designated roads and trails year round (Map 3-15) .......ccccceouemuen.n. 5,858 7,126 0
Vegetation manipulations to increase forage and water yield prohibited........ yes yes no
Timber harvesting Prohibited .........ccoevueieiieieeeecceecee ettt eseere e es e ssenenas ‘no yes no
Oil and gas leasing prohibited..........c.cccoeviemmrnrnsscveirererenvernnnns ,no no no
Oil and gas surface facilities Prohibited ... resaarenes yes yes no
Included in fir@ @XCIUSION ZONE ........co ettt sss et s s s s ss s s s sanensessesesseet s senensmnes yes yes no
Suitability designation for utilities development (Map 3-17)...........cccovvrvrrreieicirrseee s sseesrssensssnsens Sensitive | Sensitive Open
Livestock grazing limited to light grazing no yes no
Designated as an ACEC............ccoccoveevinnrienrnnicenennn. no yes no

*MW—Municipal watersheds
DFHZ—Debris flow hazard zone
sSEHA—Erosion hazard area

*One stand of pinyon juniper on less than 40 percent slope in the Rifle municipal watershed could be harvested.
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Rationale

A reduction in the debris flow hazard from the
watersheds around the city of Glenwood Springs is
an important concern of its residents. Protection of
these watersheds and management to reduce the
debris flow hazard is emphasized in the Proposed
Plan. Protection of the municipal watersheds of
Rifle and New Castle to prevent water quality deg-
radation is a concern of these cities and is also em-
phasized in the Proposed Plan. The erosion hazard
areas contain unstable soils with high erosion po-
tential. These areas are proposed for protection to
prevent an increase in watershed degradation.

Support

Fire management support would be needed for
management of natural fire in meeting the resource
objectives and for the protection of critical water-
shed values.

Engineering support would be needed to design
measures for reducing runoff and soil loss in debris
flow hazard zones.

Implementation

Recommendations to protect municipal water-
sheds would go into effect upon approval of the
plan. No monitoring would be involved.

Off-road vehicle recommendations to protect ero-
sion hazard areas would go into effect upon ap-
proval of the plan (see Chap. 3, Off-Road Vehicle
Management).

Recommendations to protect the debris flow
hazard zones would also go into effect upon ap-
proval of the plan. In addition, the debris flow miti-
gation study contracted by the city of Glenwood
Springs includes a number of recommendations
that apply to public land. The BLM would work
closely with the city to ensure rapid and efficient
implementation of practical recommendations.

For the debris flow hazard zone above the unin-
corporated area west of Glenwood Springs not in-
cluded in the debris flow study, the BLM would
work with the public to derive measures to reduce
the debris flow hazard. Measures that apply to
public land would be subject to environmental and
feasibility analysis and, assuming these were favor-
able, would be implemented as funding became
available.
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Consistency

Protection of municipal watersheds is consistent
with Rifle and New Castle government priorities.
Management of debris flow hazard zones is sup-
ported by the city of Glenwood Springs and Gar-
field County.

Effects

The water quality in the municipal watersheds of
New Castle and Rifle would be maintained. Debris
flowing into the town of Glenwood Springs would
be reduced, and increased erosion in high erosion
hazard areas would be prevented.

Minerals Management

Various mining laws govern the use and disposal
of federal minerals. Under these laws, a person
may locate mineral claims, lease, or buy federal
minerals from the United States. BLM disposes of
federal minerals under appropriate authority to
allow development and production to occur.

To protect other resource values from damage
associated with mineral activities, the BLM is al-
lowed to withdraw lands for certain uses, thus clos-
ing them to mineral entry. These withdrawals can
be formal withdrawais or BLM administrative ac-
tions. The BLM may also place constraints on the
associated mineral activities such as no surface
facilities for oil and gas.

Objective

To maintain the maximum amount of public land
available for exploration and development of miner-
als.

Proposed Management Actions

Land currently withdrawn for other uses would .
continue to be withdrawn. Existing constraints
placed on mineral activities by other resources
would also continue.

Additional constraints placed upon mineral activi-
ties would protect high value recreation resources,
wilderness resources, and water resources {critical
watersheds). Existing and proposed restrictions are
shown on Map 3-4 and Table 3-2.

'Approximately 28,520 acres in the Hogback Coal
field (Map 3-4) would be designated as acceptable
for further consideration for coal leasing based on a
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Table 3-2. Summary of Withdrawals and Constraints Affecting Minerals

Percent
Mineral Activity and Reason for Closure? Acres A esgfurce
Area?
Closed to Mineral Location

Suitable WIlderness (MaP 3-11) ...t e s eneese st st sk s b s o mamens 9,778
Reclamation Project. et 1,892
Thompson Creek Natural Environment Area ...........ceoeecrnericrcinevesenninisnnneienee 4,286
Recreation Sites ...... 250
Public Water Reserves 5,120
Recreation and PUDIIC PUIPOSE.........coerrieiererictrenic e ieneeserssenensessesressescsssosessssassnesessensensesnsenss 1,430
“ Ol SNAIE WItNATAWAL ......cervereureciererrerararieienarassetssssserasssssisasssasassesstssssesessasssssonasessessetassassansasersesessssasassarsssssssansesessssesans 31,204
Deep Creek Recreation Management Ara ...t acsssessirsisssssstsssssessasisssssesen sosasses 2,470

TOAL..reeirteirreeecseser e se e e et e sasenser et sesaesese st aererareae s st e s E et esaasasareTsE e aet s e TR e RO R e RE Rt Se R s et s ea e et et e e e asesaasas s anararersasanans 56,430 10

Closed to Oil and Gas Leasing :

SUILADIE WIIHEIMESS ...vvrrciitrirenirrtrerererisrcsissescntsiststseseressasassestansssssesmarsaressssesanaserastassereasasannsassssesesessssassesssssssarersesensasesnares 9,778
Thompson Creek Natural ENVIFONMENt ATCA .......cocoierrrieeereeiereesearnsssseernessssrescesestestesserssssiessessesasssvarssessesssssessessssssosens 960

TOAL ot ecceererer e e e et re s et nremaasaereser s e e e s et s e e b e e ae e s Ere e R e eSO RS nA A s eseaa e anAvAn A TR es s ARt e et na bt senrnrnen 10,738 2

Closed to Oil and Gas Surface Facilities

Thompson Creek Natural Environment Area 3,326
Fryingpan, Roaring Fork, Eagle, Crystal, and Colorado River Corridors 21,218
Rifle Mountain Park and Rifle Fish Hatchery..................... 1,360
Hack Lake Recreation-Management Area. 3,456
Deep Creek Recreation Management Area 2,470
Municipal Watersheds......... 5,858
Glenwood Springs Debris Flow Hazard Zones 7,126

TORAL ..ttt sttt sttt ra e e n st e e s s R ea e R At e e R A e AR R Rt a Rt et R A ee s R e R e RaEen et T R b tensrnseber 44,814 6

Closed to Mineral Sales

Suitable Wilderness....... 9,778
Thompson Creek Natural Environment Area 4,286
Deep Creek Recreation Management Area 2,470

TORAL ettt se et et e et e b ts e e R b a S E e RS n e An e bt s anb ek e b AR TR AR b vAr e Rt AR s enntereratants 16,534 3

1See Map 3-4 for closure locations.
2Percentages not additive.
*Closed for the development of oil shale.

coal unsuitability review (Appendix C, DEIS). These
lands are within the Uinta-Southwestern-Utah Coal
Region (Fig. 3-2, DEIS). Approximately 1,560 acres’
would be unacceptable for coal leasing based on
multiple use conflicts. These conflicts were identi-
fied in a 1978 coal update of the Glenwood Springs
Management Framework Plan. The coal update
lists 13 reasons why this area would be unaccepta-
ble for coal development which are still valid today.
One of the primary reasons for exclusion is that the
coal is situated under an existing housing develop-
ment. :

Considering the proposed limitation on minerals,
a majority of the public land in the resource area
would still be potentially available for mineral explo-
ration and development. A total of 509,612 acres
(90 percent) would be potentially available for min-
eral location, 555,304 acres (98 percent) for oil and
gas leasing, and 549,508 acres (97 percent) for.
mineral sales.
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Rationale

The development of energy minerals is important
to both the local economy and the nation. There-
fore, the Proposed Plan proposes a limited number
of additional restrictions on mineral activities while
still protecting those fragile resources easily impact-
ed by mineral development. These restrictions in-
clude those already in existence because the need
to protect those resources is still valid. The addi-
tional restrictions are consistent with the existing
minerals management policy as these restrictions
were considered to be the only option for protect-
ing the unique or fragile resources. All restrictions
would be subject to valid existing rights.

Support

Cadastral support would be needed to locate
public land boundaries.
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Implementation

Restrictions on oil and gas activities and restric-
tions on mineral sales would become effective
upon approval of the plan. Restrictions on mineral
location (Deep Creek) would require a formal with-
drawal under Secretarial order. Approval of the pian
would also constitute a continuation of all existing
restrictions on mineral development.

The restrictions on mineral development in the
wilderness study areas (WSAs) identified as suit-
able for designation as wilderness would become
effective only after Congress formally designated
these areas as wilderness. The minerals restrictions
proposed in the WSAs identified as nonsuitable
would take effect upon approval of the plan. How-
ever, the restrictions would be changed to be com-
patible with wilderness management on any nonsui-
table areas that Congress designates as wilder-
ness.

Locatable Minerals. Prospectors could claim
and develop locatable minerals on areas open to
mineral location (509,612 acres). BLM approval
would not be needed if proposed operations would
disturb 5 acres or less per year, but notification
would be required. Operators proposing to disturb
more than 5 acres per year would be required to
submit a plan of operations under 43 CFR 3809,
Surface Management of Public Lands under U. S.
Mining Laws.

Leasable Minerals. Mineral reports and environ-
mental assessments would be prepared for all ap-
plications to prospect and develop geothermal, po-
tassium, and other leasable minerals except oil and
gas. Development that would not significantly con-
flict with environmental, economic, or social values
would be approved.

Oil and gas development would occur on areas
identified in the plan as open to leasing (555,304
acres). Site-specific stipulations required to mitigate
impacts of development would be included in oil
and gas leases and in permits to drill.

Upon approval of the plan, those areas identified
as suitable for further consideration for coal leasing
would enter the formal coal leasing process. The
first step would be to ask for industry interest in
posssible coal leasing on the Grand Hogback.
Lease tracts would be delineated and tract profile
reports written for areas where interest was re-
ceived. The regional coal team would then rank the
tracts for high, medium, and low leasing potential.
The team would then group the tracts and prepare
a regional environmental impact statement for
those tracts and other tracts identified throughout
the coal region. The coal team would then make
recommendations on tract leasing to the Secretary
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of the Interior who would make the final decision on
lease tracts and lease sale schedules.

Salable Minerals. Salable minerals (moss rock,
top soil, sand and gravel, scoria, and fill dirt) would
be purchased from established common use areas.
Mineral reports and environmental assessments
would be prepared on all government agency and
individual applications to extract salable minerals
outside of common use areas. Operations that
would not conflict with environmental, social, or
economic values would be accepted.

All withdrawals and constraints would become
binding following plan approval and approval of pe-
tition for withdrawal. Land not closed to mineral lo-
cation, mineral leasing, or mineral sales would be
open for mineral entry. The need for restrictions on
mineral activities would be reviewed periodically.

Consistency

The local land use plans for Garfield and Pitkin
Counties state that mineral development should
take place in such a manner as not to destroy the
recreational and scenic values of the counties and
that mineral activities should not destroy the ability
of the land to be used for farming and ranching.
The Proposed Plan is consistent with the intent of
these land use plans.

Effects

Closing additional acres to mineral location, oil
and gas leasing, oil and gas surface facilities, and
mineral sales (Table 3-2) would reduce by a like
amount the number of acres available for explora-
tion and development. These reductions could ad-
versely affect the minerals industry in the long term
if demands for these resources increase significant-
ly. However, other valuable resources such as wil-
derness, recreation, public water reserves, munici-
pal watersheds, water quality, and scenery would
be protected.

Aquatic Habitat Management

Objective

To increase fish production and recreational fish-
ing use on streams having more than one-half mile
of continuous flow across public land and on lakes
surrounded by at least 40 acres of public land.
(Only streams and lakes with existing or easily ob-
tainable public access and either an existing or po-
tential fishery would qualify for management.)
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Proposed Management Actions

Aquatic habitat of streams and lakes identified on
Map 3-5 and listed in Table 3-3 would be monitored
or improved. Appendix A (DEIS) lists management
actions that could be used to improve fisheries.
The streams and lakes on public land not recom-
mended for improvement would be monitored for
changes in aquatic conditions. Those found to be in
a declining condition would be improved as funding
and manpower became available. Coordination with

the Colorado Division of Wildlife would be required
to establish minimum streamflow or pool levels for
streams and lakes proposed for management
where filings do not currently exist.

Fish management emphasis in the resource area
is primarily on Colorado River cutthroat, brook, and
rainbow trout; however, other cold and warm water
game and nongame fish species that exist in the
resource area would benefit from the proposed ac-
tions.

Table 3-3. Summary of Proposed Fisheries Actions

Habitat

Monitor Area of Critical | Minimum Filings

Improvements

Number: and Name
Surface

Miles | “acres

Miles

Environmental

Concern Access

Required
(miles)?

Pool
Level

Stream-
flow

Surface
Acres Surface

Miles Acres

King Mountain Capability Unit

Cedar Creek
Rock Creek
Egeria Creek
Deep Creek
Cabin Creek
Sunnyside Creek
Willow Creek
Hack Lake

Sheep Creek West Fork
Sheep Creek
Sweetwater Creek .
Derby Creek
Horse Lake
Red Dirt Creek

Upper Colorado River

Castle Peak Capability Unit
Piney River
Castle Creek
Edges Lake
Catamount Creek

Norman Creek

Eagle-Vail Capability Unit

Eagle River
*Frost Creek
Salt Creek
Cottonwood Creek
Abrams Creek

1.9

X

Roaring Fork Capability Unit
Prince Creek
Thompson Creek
Thomas Creek
Crystal River

Sopris Creek West
Sopris Creek East
Snowmass Creek
*Red Canyon Creek
Fryingpan River
*Coulter Creek West
Cattle Creek
Fourmile Creek

0.5

Thompson Creek North
Threemile Creek
Roaring Fork River
*Mesa Creek
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Table 3-3.

Summary of Proposed Fisheries Actions—Continued

Habitat Monitor Area of Critical | Minimum Filings
Improvements Environmental Access
Number' and Name Concern Required
, ( Surface | Miles | Surface Stream- | Pool | "(riag)s
Miles Acres Acres Miles Surface flow Level
Acres
42. Mitchell Creek 0.8
43. Colorado River 1.0
Garfield Capabllity Unit

44. Rifle Creek 0.6
45, Elk Creek Main.. 0.2
46. Harris Guich 1.9
47. Butler Creek .........cceceevecncrcresnenesicnneecns|veenee 1.8 Lreceriee e
48. Rifle Creek Middle........ 1.8
49, George Creek............... 0.8
50. Rifle Creek East 0.3
51. Piceance Creek...........ccoeveeruerrenniarersserenens 0.5
52. Harris Reservoir 12.0 |ioceebrrrrrereenrreressecreree e,
53. Elk Creek East................... 0.1
54, Keyser Creek.........cocouumreveeeerrennmesssesssesns| snsenenarsee 0.9
55. *Dry Possum CreekK.........ccovvenerinicmncenefevcnnennenas 0.4
56. Canyon Creek East ..... . 2.0
57. Possum Creek 0.1 4.6 ) Gl R 4.7
58. Canyon Creek .........c.ccoruunne 1.4
59. Colorado River............. 18
60. Wallace Creek North... 0.9 Loerrcrecieed] senreneerrennbereeeesesneens frrcreseeiesiened e e
61. Wallace Creek 1.2 Lvererveeremrevnre | sevemsereseresbuessassnnenseseres|sesemsearensessos snsneesvansensfoeseansensessannens
62. Battlement Creek......... 1.0
63. Cache Creek
64. *Baldy Creek 1.0 |.. 1.0 b G TSRO TR
65. Garfield Creek {015 1 USRI FOPTORTURTIN SUUIUTRTRRRRUR! (FURTOTURTVPYURIY PRTUTVVRRTOIN NORUBTORON
66. Second Anvil Creek:.... 1.0 0.5
67. Parachute Creek, East Middle Fork«...... 1.2 |{..
68. Northwater Creek®.............cccoevceevcernnenes 3.2 (. 1.0
69. Parachute Creek, East Fork* (37 0 OOURROU) FOURRRVRUUE SUNTURRPROUPUR: EEUPRPPRRURURY SUSSRRVRORRTRUORt [OOSR SRR HUTORTRR
70. Trapper Creek* 2.3 3.4 5.7
71, Fravert RESEIVOIN.........coerrenrrereceeeemrmreafesernmeeeresbunererrenesssesesf cvererssrasssshorsssnnmensessees | oemrrcnracbreesessnsnassennar | sesses
72. JQAS Gulcht................... 0.5 0.9
73. First Water Gulch 0.6
74. First Anvil Creek* 1.0 |.. 15
75. Lower Colorado River. 3 10 N U FOSIOUUTVUN ERTATRVYUUUOR (HOPVOTRPRUIRO VUSROS SOOIt

Total 60.2 5.0 75.7 14.1 0 0 11 3 24.8

1This number corresponds to the number shown on Map 3-5.

2The miles of stream that would require additional legal access for public use.

sBelow the diversion at SEY4 SW% T.5 S, R. 84 W, 6th

*Management of these streams is outlined in the BLM Nava/ Oil Shale Reserve Aquatic Habitat Management Plan.

*These streams have potential as a fishery but presently do not support a fish population.
Rationale several streams for threatened Colorado River cut-

Aquatic habitat is usually improved to increase
fish populations for recreational fishing and to pro-
tect or enhance threatened or endangered fish spe-
cies. The Colorado Divison of Wildlife supports fish
programs on streams having good flows and con-
centrations of recreational use. Therefore, only
streams on public land now accessible for fishing
or where new access was proposed by other re-
source programs and streams having more than
one-half mile of flow across public land and on
lakes surrounded by at least 40 acres of public land
were identified for management. Management of
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throat trout was also emphasized consistent with
the objectives of the Colorado Division of Wildlife.

Support

Assistance from the Colorado Division of Wildlife
would be required for implementation of habitat im-
provement projects, fish stocking and introduction,
minimum streamflow and pool level filings, and
stream monitoring. Engineering and hydrologic sup-
port would be required for project design and con-
struction. Fire management support would be
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needed for management of natural fire in meeting
the resource objectives and for the protection of
unique and fragile aquatic habitat areas. Coopera-
tion with livestock operators would be essential in
some areas to effectively manage riparian habitat.

Implementation

Streams on the Naval Oil Shale Reserve would
be improved as outlined in the BLM Naval Oil Shale
Reserve Aquatic Habitat Management Plan follow-
ing approval of the Proposed Plan. Emphasis wouid
be placed on management of the state threatened
Colorado River cutthroat trout. Management pre-
scriptions for other streams in the resource area
would be incorporated into habitat management
plans or other resource activity plans. The order of
implementation would be based upon current condi-
tion, potential, presence of Colorado River cutthroat
trout, and fishing pressure.

Streams would be monitored to ensure mainte-
nance of water quality and riparian condition and to
evaluate the effectiveness of stream improvement
practices. This monitoring would include riparian
habitat conditions and trend; water quality, quantity,
and temperature; fish production; pool and riffle
ratios; and bank stability. The order in which
streams would be monitored would be based on
expected impacts and scheduled habitat improve-
ments. Funding availability would be an important
factor in determining how many and what streams
would be improved or monitored. Assistance from
the Colorado Division of Wildlife for funding and
manpower would be essential for a successful
management program.

Consistency

Proposed actions are consistent with the Colora-
do Division of Wildlife’s goals for aquatic habitat
management (Colorado Division of Wildlife 1977).

moved from the threatened list. Aquatic habitat im-
provements on other streams would increase fish
populations and recreational fishing opportunities,

. providing long-term benefits to iocal users.

Terrestrial Habitat Management

- Objectives

Their goals for cold water stream fisheries are to

acquire more and better access to streams and to
provide more available fish for fishing use. The
long-range goal for the Colorado River cutthroat
trout is to increase its numbers and distribution to a
level at which it is no longer threatened.

Effects

Aquatic habitat improvements planned for
streams containing Colorado River cutthroat trout

would allow an increase in stream miles occupied
by this trout as well as an increase in population
numbers. This work, in conjunction with that done -

by other agencies, would assist in the recovery of

this species and eventually allow them to be re-
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To provide approximately 57,933 animal-unit
months (AUMs) of big game forage (the amount
needed to meet Colorado Division of Wildlife big
game population goals in 1988), to improve existing
wildlife habitat conditions, and to increase wildlife
species diversity.

Proposed Management Actions

Approximately 50 percent of the existing forage
on public land in the resource area would be allo-
cated to big game and livestock. The remaining 50
percent of available forage and all nonforage vege-
tation would be available as habitat for other game
and nongame wildlife species (see Appendix F,
DEIS, p. 203). The goal for allocation of existing
wildlife forage is to meet, resource area wide, Colo-
rado Division of Wildlife population goals. The pro-
posed allocation would provide 46,210 AUMs of
forage for big game which would slightly exceed
the existing use (5-year average) of 45,120 AUMs.

Present forage production for big game exceeds
existing big game use (5-year average) on about 50
percent of the game management units in the re-
source area. A shortage of big game forage exists
in the remaining game management units. The goal
for allocation of potential forage is to increase pro-
duction to meet existing big game needs on those
areas currently having forage shortfalls. This would
require treatment of 19,840 acres of vegetation
over a 20-year period (990 acres per year) and
would result in an estimated increase of 6,383
AUMs of big game forage. Potential to increase
forage beyond the needs of existing big game
exists in some areas but would not be treated until
existing demand were satisfied (see Chap. 3, Live-
stock Grazing, Forage Allocation, for a discussion
of methods used in forage allocation).

Livestock grazing would be prohibited on some
crucial big game winter ranges after October 15
and on summer and some winter ranges after No-
vember 15 to reduce competition between these
species (see Livestock Grazing Management sec-
tion). Habitat would be made available for introduc-
tions of sage and sharptail grouse, turkey, per-
egrine falcon, and river otter. The Grand Hogback
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between Rifle Gap and Monument Peak would be
identified as a possible bighorn sheep introduction
area. Additional information would be needed to de-
termine suitability for an introduction. Water
sources would be developed and riparian and wa-
terfowl habitat improved where needed. Off-road
vehicle use would be limited on 75,463 acres of
crucial winter range (see Off-Road Vehicle Manage-
ment section).

Several parcels of land totaling 9,710 acres have
been identified as suitable for cooperative manage-
ment with the Colorado Division of Wildlife. If possi-
ble, administration of public land within cooperative
management areas would be turned over to the
Colorado Division of Wildlife. The lower Colorado
River is one of these areas. It has also been identi-
fied as an area of critical environmental concern
because of the need for protection of important ri-
parian and wildlife values. It is located within a land
tenure retention zone and has been designated as
a sensitive area for the placement of utility facilities.

Species of concern using the lower Colorado
River include the bald eagle, great blue heron, wa-
terfowl (especially Canada geese), resident species
such as mule deer and other riparian-dependent
species, and threatened or endangered fish such
as the razorback sucker and, possibly, the hump-
back chub.

A habitat management plan for the area would
be written which could include:

® Habitat enhancement through cottonwood,
willow, and shrub plantings as well as grass
and forb seedlings.

® Creation of additional wetland/riparian/pond
habitat through sand and gravel mining.

@ Exclusion of livestock grazing with fencing.

@ Designations of areas where certain types of de-
velopment would enhance habitat values,
buffer zones around crucial habitat features
where limited development could occur, and
exclusion areas where any development would
be detrimental to the existing wildlife needs.

@ Applications of seasonal restrictions on develop-
ment proposed for areas near crucial habitats.

® Placement of artificial nest boxes for Canada
geese.

® Placement of artificial perches for bald eagles.

Table 3-4 shows actions proposed for terrestrial
habitat management. Locations of these specific
recommendations are shown on Maps 3-6, 3-12, 3-
15, and 3-16.

Table 3-4. Summary of Terrestrial Wildlife Proposed Management Actions

Action

By
v

Acres

Initial allocation of existing fOrage..........cocuueeveeirrceneenererrrrrc et
Vegetation manipulated to increase wildlife forage over a 20-year period

Expected increases in forage

Total projected allocation.............cvoiinecrciiinninicngeerercen it
Crucial big game winter range limited to off-road vehucle use (Map
Habitat proposed for cooperative management with Colorado Division of Wildlife (Map 3-6).................
Habitat proposed as an area of critical environmental concern (Map 3-12)

19,840

| 75,463
9,710
un-
known

Rationale

The BLM is charged with managing wildlife habi-
tat on public land to maintain or improve species di-
versity and to protect threatened and endangered
species. Many of the businesses in the resource
area are oriented toward and depend upon the
income associated with wildlife-related activities
such as hunting, camping, photography, and pack-
packing. Many other activities, such as road con-
struction, mining, and timber harvesting, compete
with wildlife for habitat. Therefore, the BLM’s objec-
tive in this Proposed Plan was to maintain or im-
prove habitat and wildlife species diversity and
numbers.
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The big game forage objective under the Pre-
ferred Alternative (DEIS) was existing big game use
(5-year average). The objective under the Proposed
Plan was changed to the 1988 Colorado Division of
Wildlife Population Goals.

Existing forage was allocated to big game using
the same method as used under the Preferred Al-
ternative. However, in some allotments, existing
forage exceeded existing use requirements for big
game. Under the Preferred Alternative, the alloca-
tion of total available big game forage was limited
within an allotment to existing big game use. Based
on the new objectives, the Proposed Plan did not
limit the allocation of available big game forage by
allotment. This allowed a significant increase in the



Description of the Proposed Plan

amount of forage allocated to big game in some
game management units. The allocation method-
ology under the Preferred Alternative did not recog-
nize the mobility of big game animals. The Pro-
posed Plan in this FEIS shows increases in availa-
ble big game forage and, recognizing animal mobil-
ity, relates to forage needs by game management
unit. Initial forage allocated to livestock was not af-
fected by the increase in the big game allocation.
This increase came from forage not suitable for
livestock use.

Potential forage increases expected from vegeta-
tion manipulation were allocated using the same
method as used under the Preferred Alternative. In-
creases on crucial winter ranges were allocated
first to big game up to existing use. Increases on
summer range were allocated first to livestock up to
active preference and then to big game up to exist-
ing use. The approach maintains the emphasis of
improving available forage for big game on crucial
winter ranges, since winter range is the greatest
limiting factor.

Livestock use was prohibited after October 15 (or
when use of current annual growth of browse spe-
cies reaches 20 percent, whichever occurs first) on
most crucial winter ranges and after November 15
on other winter and summer ranges to reduce com-
petition between livestock and big game.

Habitat improvement projects were proposed to
improve habitat diversity, increase forage for big
game (especially on crucial winter ranges), and im-
prove existing habitat conditions. Habitat would be
provided for wildlife species’ introductions if re-

ance from the Colorado Division of Wildlife would
be required for activity plan development, imple-
mentation of habitat improvement projects, wildlife
introductions, habitat monitoring, and cooperative
management of public land. U. S. Forest Service
cooperation would be needed for implementation of
some habitat improvement projects such as pre-
scribed burns. Acquisition of legal access to public
land would be needed to open areas to terrestrial

. habitat management (see Transportation Map 3-

16).

Impiementation

Following approval of the Proposed Plan, terres-
trial habitat management plans would be written for
selected areas of wildlife habitat. The plans would

. include detailed information on species emphasis,

management objectives, constraints, planned ac-
tions, coordination with other programs and agen-
cies, environmental analysis, implementation sched-

~ ule and cost analysis and evaluation procedures.

quested by the Colorado Division of Wildlife and no -
significant conflicts with other resources were cre-

ated. The designation of a bighorn sheep study
area on the Grand Hogback resulted from com-
ments on the DEIS and a need to consider addi-
tional information on the feasibility of an introduc-
tion. Seasonal off-road restrictions in selected cru-
cial deer winter ranges were proposed to reduce
stress during the crucial winter period.

Cooperative management of the public land iden-
tified on Map 3-6 with the Colorado Division of
Wildlife was proposed to facilitate better administra-
tion of that land and to promote better habitat mon-
itoring and increase habitat improvement opportuni-
ties.

Support

Fire management support would be needed for

the planning and implementation of prescribed fire
and the management of natural fire in meeting wild-
life resource objectives. Engineering, hydrologic,
soils, range, and archaeologic support would be re-
quired for project design and construction. Assist-
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Emphasis would be placed on habitat for threat-
ened and endangered species and crucial habitat
for big game. A habitat management plan would be
written in cooperation with the Colorado Division of
Wildlife for the lower Colorado River. After deter-
mining land status in the river corridor, the BLM
would propose to turn over management of this
area to the Colorado Division of Wildlife.

A second habitat management plan would be
written to define big game management opportuni-
ties in Game Managment Units 25, 26, 34, and 35.
If a decision were made to introduce bighorn sheep
on the Grand Hogback, a supplement to the Pi-
ceance Basin Habitat Management Plan would be
written. Other management plans would be devel-
oped following implementation of these plans.

Sensitive habitats such as crucial big game
winter range would be monitored for habitat condi-
tion changes and effectiveness of improvements.
Monitoring studies would include browse use and
peliet group transects.

Consistency

The objective of the Proposed Plan is to meet
the goals expressed as part of the Colorado Divi-
sion of Wildlife’s Strategic Plan for 1988 for mule
deer and elk. However, it appears that the project-
ed population goals, which would require 53,933
AUMs of forage from public land, would not be fully
met. The Proposed Plan is consistent with their
goals for other species. The wildlife proposals in
this Proposed Plan do not appear to be inconsist-
ent with the plans and policies of the cities of
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Aspen, Carbondale, and Glenwood Springs or with
Pitkin and Garfield Counties. These proposals are
beneficial to the economic stability of the local
communities by providing for slight increases in big
game populations.

Effects

The initial forage allocation would result in a 2.4
percent increase in big game throughout the re-
source area; however, decreases could occur in
some game management units. The projected
forage allocation, realized over a 20-year period of
habitat improvement, would result in a 16.6 percent
increase above existing numbers but would still be
9 percent short of meeting the Colorado Division of
Wwildlife goals.

Increases and decreases in hunting success and
economic returns to local economies would be
commensurate with increases and decreases in big
game populations.

Wildlife conditions and species diversity would be
maintained or improved throughout the resource
area as a result of wildlife habitat projects, wildlife
introductions, off-road vehicle restrictions, and
season-of-use restrictions on livestock grazing.

Livestock Grazing Management

Objectives

To provide 56,885 animal-unit months (AUMs) of
livestock forage to accommodate active livestock
preference. Active livestock preference is that por-
tion of the total preference for which grazing use
may be authorized (see Glossary).

Proposed Management Actions

Level of Management. In 1980, the BLM tenta-
tively selected allotments that could be managed
intensively, either alone or in combination with adja-
cent allotments.

The criteria used to select allotments for inten-
sive management were (1) size and land status
(was there enough public land to have two or more
pastures large enough to be economically feasible);
(2) elevation, topography, and vegetation (were
these similar enough to allow each pasture to be
ready to use at approximately the same time); and
(3) production potential (was there potential to in-
crease forage).

Following is a listing by capability unit of those al-
lotments selected for intensive management. Aster-
isks indicate the allotment is presently being man-
aged under an allotment management plan. (Allot-
ment boundaries are shown on Map 3-7.)

Garfield Capability Unit—8009, 8017, 8018,
8026, 8039, 8046, 8105*, 8106, 8107, 8213~, 8218,
8219, 8220, 8221, 8222*, 8908*, 8909, 8910*

Roaring Fork Capability Unit—8334, 8335,
8336, 8341, 8342

Eagle-Vail Capability Unit—8501, 8502, 8504,
8506, 8734*

Castle Peak Capability Unit— 8601*, 8606,
8616, 8619, 8620, 8639, 8641, 8642*, 8643”,
8730*, 8731*, 8732*, 8733", 8735*

King Mountain Capability Unit—8506

Facilities such as springs, reservoirs, fences, cor-
rals, and livestock trails would be constructed
where necessary to control and distribute livestock.
Appendix A (DEIS) lists range improvement tech-
niques that could be used. Table 3-5 shows the
number of projects associated with a typical 5,000-
acre allotment.

Table 3-5. Typical Allotment Range Improvement Projects

: i Vegetation :
Fence Stocktrail . : Pipeline H : Seeding
(miles) Cattleguard Corral (miles) Reservoir Spring (miles) Magg::;g;lon (acres)
10 1 1 25 5 .75 400 100

These figures are based on averages of the eight
existing allotment management plans in the re-
source area. They are for .a complete allotment
management plan and do not differentiate between
existing and proposed improvements. Most allot-
ment boundaries are shared with adjacent allot-
ments and are presently fenced. Total miles of
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fence would depend on number of pastures and
natural barriers. Water developments would depend
on availability and distribution of springs and poten-
tial reservoir sites. Cattleguards would be used on
well-travelled roads. Stocktrails to aid in livestock
movement would be needed wherever dense vege-
tation or steep slopes exist.
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Forage Allocation. Initially, 37,852 AUMs of ex-
isting forage would be allocated for livestock use
(Table 3-6). Initial allocation would be the same as
that in the DEIS Preferred Alternative. However,

some numbers have changed because mathemat-
ical errors in the DEIS Preferred Alternative tables
have been corrected.

Table 3-6. Summary of Livestock Forage Allocation

Percent
gﬁrcent Change
. ange from
Allocation AUMs from Active
Existing Prefer-
Use ence
EXisting use ......cccoencvcenecninieeeen .| 37,488
Initial allocation .| 37,852 +1 —33
Expected increase from vegetation manipulation 12,742 |
Projected allocation—existing plus expected increases 50,594 +35 -1
Additional forage from unallotted allotments............cocecioncn e 756

Existing forage would be allocated proportionate-
ly to livestock and big game, the criterion being
active preference for livestock and 5-year average
demand for big game. Both would be constrained
by initial stocking rate limitations. All available
forage on allotments in big game winter range un-
available to livestock because of stocking rate limi-
tations or slope restrictions would be allocated to
big game. Forage available beyond active prefer-
ence and 5-year average on big game summer
ranges would be available for wildlife but limited by
allotment to Colorado Division of Wildlife goals.
(Summer range is not limiting to big game; there-
fore, allocating forage beyond Colorado Division of
Wildlife population goals in summer range would be
unnecessary since winter range is what limits herd
size.)

Additional forage produced through vegetation
manipulation on wildlife winter range would first be

_allocated to big game to meet existing use (5-year

average) and then to livestock up to active prefer-
ence. On summer range, additional forage would be

_allocated to livestock first.

Following initial allocation, 27,800 acres of vege-

tation on 98 allotments would be manipulated to in-

crease livestock forage by 12,742 AUMs using
vegetation manipulation techniques listed in Appen-
dix A (DEIS). The resultant total projected alloca-
tion would be 50,594 AUMs. The 27,800 acres
identified for manipulation was determined from
range site potential and soil suitability and adjusted
according to the livestock forage goal by allotment.
In addition, 24 unallotted allotments (Table F-3, Ap-
pendix F, DEIS) would have 756 AUMs made avail-
able for livestock use. Table 3-7 shows allocation
by allotment for both livestock and wildlife. Addi-
tionally, any increases in forage due only to im-

: proved grazing management would be allocated to
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livestock.
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Table 3-7. Livestock and Wildlife Preference, Use, and Allocation by Allotment

(in animal-unit months)

Livestock Wildlife
Preference Existing Existin
Allotment Number and Name Use (5- Initial Projectet! Objec- Use (5? Initial Projected
Total Active Year Allocation? | Allocations tives Year Allocation? | Allocation®
Average)? Average):
Garfield Capabllity Unit

8001 Sample 15 15 15 0 0 30 21 51 51
8002 Reed 50 49 0 28 49 37 27 65 65
8003 Kissel 44 44 24 36 36 122 102 170 170
8004 Bowen Isolated Tracts 44 38 35 23 23 14 10 14 14
8005 Doak 309 83 63 51 83 27 21 27 27
8006 Cedar Mountain 265 255 129 255 255 430 337 430 430
8007 Rifle 157 76 15 76 76 220 157 220 220
8008 Jackson 31 31 6 6 31 23 17 23 23
8009 Weaver 900 300 180 162 162 731 558 314 554
8010 East Cedar Mountain 829 128 96 96 108 311 217 164 217
8011 Middie Rifle 65 60 35 47 47 85 69 85 85
8012 Brush Creek Common 415 396 275 119 396 1,182 932 846 932
8013 Harris Guich 1,200 1,138 275 142 538 323 247 314 314
8014 Graham 26 26 24 26 26 24 22 24 24
8015 Hayden 176 176 88 23 97 35 29 38 38
8016 Southwest Rifle Creek 400 371 53 93 371 230 192 230 230
8017 Lundgren-Hogback 229 121 86 58 121 155 109 155 155
8018 Horse Mountain-Brush Creek 1,360 1,095 365 368 457 1,043 790 444 790
8019 Morrow 125 74 59 17 49 37 31 37 37
8020 Coal Mine 14 L I N 1 1 4 3 4 4
8021 Watts 375 183 183 128 183 116 89 63 89
8022 Simpson and Nichols 380 105 105 43 105 67 56 76 76
8023 Government Creek Isolated 10 8 8 4 4 7 5 2 2
8024 Ryden 234 88 88 45 88 222 174 141 174
8025 Dodo 36 36 29 31 36 333 258 227 258
8026 Hogback Common 443 303 265 120 236 202 141 147 147
8027 Roberts 22 22 18 7 7 23 19 6 6
8028 Red Mountain 60 44 29 44 44 106 73 93 93
8029 Pretti-Roberts 414 394 124 60 60 199 138 89 89
8030 Castle 150 60 40 51 51 115 76 65 65
8031 Hill 43 43 34 18 18 43 28 27 27
8032 Elk Park Common 292 271 29 103 197 222 155 110 155
8033 Brosius Guich 118 75 30 42 42 136 94 59 59
8034 Harvey Gap 1 54 54 8 19 19 36 25 21 21
8035 Harvey Gap 2 180 180 16 20 90 229 159 80 80
8036 Jewell 48 32 32 27 27 45 28 24 24
8037 Scutter Guich 36 16 16 15 15 37 23 22 22
8038 Wittwer 7 4 4 2 2 8 5 2 2
8039 Government Creek Common 9 991 296 356 655 735 501 434 501
8040 MiddleEtk e 0 137 98 98 98
8041 Andgee = e, 14 14 79 55 66 66
8042 Chip .. 18 18 32 24 42 42
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8043
8044
8045
8046
8201
8202
8203
8204
8207
8208
8209
8210
8211
8259
8228
8101
8102
8103
8104
8105
8106
8107
8108
8109
8110
8111
8112
3113
8114
8115
8116
8117
8118
8119
8120
8121
8122
8123
8124
8125
8126
8127
8128
8129
8130
8131
8213
8214
8215
8216
8218
8219
8220
8221

Butler Creek

Rifle Gap

North Hogback

Jackson Guich

Kaiser Hells Hole
Possum Creek

Storm King

Storm King-Dolan Guich
Canyon Creek
Bearwaliow and Jolley
Bearwallow-Jolley-Harris
Boiler Creek

Dietz

Possum Creek Driveway
Canyon Creek

Kamm Mesa

Whitman

Oates

Beaver-Mamm Common
East Divide Common
Scott

Dean Guich

Smith (lease)

Barr

Kinney Brothers Individual
Shideler

Grass Mesa

Beaver Creek

Franks

Couey 1

Shideler Individual
Pitman

Couey 2

Porcupine Common
Porcupine Individual
Spruce Gulch Common
Smith

Hoaglund

Battlement Creek Common
Dry Creek Pete and Bill
Pole Creek and Cottonwood
Dry Hollow-Reservoir Gulch
Middle Mamm Creek
Upper Waliace Common
Alkali Creek Common
Alkali Gulch

Vulcan

Alkali Creek

Larsen

Delaney

Horse Creek

Bair

Lower Garfield Common
Hilton Individual

150 160 90
29 29 23
417 417 266
272 272 178
18 9 2
146 146 130
665 665 507
114 114 84
70 70 85
45 45 30
45 45 16
51 51 51
56 56 8
182 63 63
40 40 19
1,348 632 596
3,368 2,362 947
165 120 44
126 126 76
18 18 10
13 6 4
14 14 14
83 49 49
41 41 41
37 9 8
4 4 4

8 8 8
309 146 140
18 18 17
495 288 219
28 28 0
174 174 97
150 98 98
30 17 17
356 303 152
430 372 207
122 115 79
923 759 401
546 163 158
160 160 91
391 200 133
246 160 113
161 161 118
168 168 112
8 8 6
60 60 42
84 84 0
61 61 21
83 83 41
12 12 9
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Table 3-7. Livestock and Wildlife Preference, Use, and Allocation by Allotment—Continued

(in animal-unit months)

Livestock Wildlife
Preference Existin Existin
Allotment Number and Name Use (59 Initial Projected Objec- Use (59 Initial Projected
Total Active Year Allocation? | Allocation® tive* Year Allocation? | Allocation®
Average)! Average)®
8222 Upper Garfield Common 2,375 1,496 1,031 624 1,496 197 172 197 197
8223 Larson (exchange of use) e e e e nenens 7 6 7 7
asmp 8224 Hilton-Porter Common 180 180 182 158 158 86 687 59 59
8225 Hilton 1 95 95 76 53 53 50 39 45 45
8226 Hilton 2 7 7 6 7 7 3 3 3 3
8227 Skeen 25 25 15 5 5 15 15 10 10
8901 Magpie Creek 76 56 46 56 56 169 121 169 169
8902 Webster Park 700 700 309 566 700 678 482 393 482
==mp 8903 Hubbard Mesa 830 760 382 248 262 594 427 292 427
==dp 8904 Home Ranch 232 0 0 33 33 89 63 22 59
8905 Doodlebug 45 45 27 37 37 37 28 37 37
8907 Rees 687 475 275 475 475 367 268 313 313
8908 JQS Common 5,493 3,963 2,624 1,484 3,963 506 380 506 506
8909 Clough-Aiber 1,926 1,090 724 1,090 1,090 258 193 258 258
8910 East Fork Common 3,393 2,064 1,707 1,227 2,064 404 302 404 404
A 8912 Sharrade Park 40 23 0 23 23 225 160 195 195
& 8913 Mahaffey Summer 1,110 684 456 505 684 122 92 122 122
8914 Old Mountain 654 399 245 198 399 60 45 60 60
8916 Crawford and Kerlee 10 10 8 0 0 35 26 137 137
8917 Starkey Guich 77 77 61 1 1 9 9 29 29
8918 Wheeler Guich 124 124 45 8 8 48 37 52 52
8919 Callahan Mountain Common 188 96 30 80 80 172 124 101 101
8920 Riley Guich 123 123 87 51 123 44 34 100 100
== 8922 Smith Gulch 200 200 121 142 169 222 156 111 156
8923 Mahaffey Winter 1 and 2 b e eseerens e ses s ees e renssberssassen s esesssses b s nses sessse s ersase e sens| st e ren st s e eres
8924 Mahaftey Winter 3 1,577 678 617 668 668 324 234 783 783
w=ep Subtotal 43,254 30,112 17,965 17,791 26,156 19,619 14,866 18,675 20,022
Roaring Fork Capability Unit
8205 Mitchell-Oasis 154 154 130 154 154 175 140 175 175
8206 Oasis Creek 100 100 58 100 100 105 86 105 105
8212 Paradise Creek 200 200 200 200 200 240 151 240 240
8217 South Canyon 300 300 135 231 300 129 94 129 129
8301 Cottonwood 552 552 264 119 346 80 64 80 80
8302 Cattle Creek Driveway 333 180 175 98 180 33 26 26 26
8303 Bianco 6 6 6 6 6 5 4 5 5
8304 Upper Place 24 24 3 20 20 3 3 3 3
8305 Squires 3 3 3 3 3 8 8 8 8
e=sp 8306 Gould 101 101 43 82 82 37 30 35 35
8307 Coryell 13 13 8 13 13 10 8 10 10
8308 Driveway Common 300 300 123 194 300 160 133 133 133
8309 Homestead 60 60 12 26 60 18 15 18 18
8310 Lower Place 64 64 64 19 64 21 16 18 18
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m==p 8311 Prectel
8312 Hopkins
8313 Lookout Mountain
8314 Heuschkel
8315 Doyal
8316 West Basalt Mountain
8317 Haff Ranch
=) 8318 Badlands
8319 Petre
8320 Sutey
8321 Strook Individual
8322 Rodgers
8323 Diamond Flats Common
8324 Driveway
8325 Motz
8326 Motz
8327 Fryingpan
8328 Wheatley
8329 Fender
8330 Light Hill
8331 Light
8332 Kent
8333 Christensen
8334 Crown Common
8335 Crown
8336 Vasten Homestead Common
8337 Crown Individual
8338 Driveway Common
8339 Fender Individual
8340 Cerise
8341 Prince Creek
8342 Crystal River
8343 Thompson Creek
w==p 8344 Mount Sopris
8345 Prince
8346 Thomas
8347 Potato Bill
8348 North Thompson Creek Common
8349 Red Canyon
8350 Little Woody Creek
8351 Williams Hill
8352 Stevenson
8353 Smith
8401 Besancon Creek
8402 Cantly Homestead
8411 Snowmass Creek

bor |

I

=mp Subtotal

Eagle-Vail Capability Unit
8501 Third Guich
8502 East Hardscrabble Common
8503 Brush Creek
8504 West Hardscrabble
8505 Eagle River

60 60 12 16 46 11 9 34 34

20 20 20 20 20 27 26 27 27
338 301 0 301 301 123 100 110 110
28 28 22 28 28 30 21 21 21

10 10 10 10 10 10 7 7 7
295 286 186 169 286 524 394 233 394
24 24 12 9 24 89 64 23 64

75 75 0 33 75 253 179 77 179
............................................................... 33 33 207 146 80 128
55 55 44 22 55 344 246 102 246

73 54 1 13 40 137 97 24 97

19 19 4 8 19 33 25 10 25
589 589 242 232 431 89 59 268 268
114 293 38 25 38 38

21 21 61 38 97 97

26 26 37 23 82 82

38 72 199 150 82 150

42 55 600 469 241 469

67 67 99 64 137 137

88 88 283 161 249 249

262 262 277 182 458 458

21 21 138 94 63 63

0 0 204 141 85 141

388 344 329 344 344 563 368 568 568
590 267 90 236 267 548 360 312 360
249 243 241 107 243 178 115 143 143
256 151 75 122 151 254 166 134 166
93 93 88 32 93 18 13 18 18

65 65 65 59 59 109 73 73 73
180 108 43 108 108 70 46 118 118
570 337 160 238 337 495 322 327 327
750 445 89 264 445 883 566 335 566
254 243 0 158 243 553 353 360 360
32 32 31 29 29 115 74 69 69
............................................................... 3 e 13 10 10 10
83 83 79 83 83 156 101 168 168

16 16 13 16 16 14 9 14 14
757 593 457 288 593 648 412 473 473
90 80 68 12 56 158 124 134 134

99 99 77 23 55 258 200 190 200
............................................................... 0 0 246 169 79 169
90 90 54 63 90 520 330 239 330
............................................................... 45 45 57 36 117 117
............................................................... 1 1 4 4 5 5
17 17 17 17 17 17 1 17 17

20 20 20 13 13 2 2 1 1
9,513 7,775 4,213 4,861 7,150 10,716 7,362 7,437 8,875
25 25 25 25 25 61 45 45 45
879 870 685 870 870 1,041 868 1,041 1,041

9 9 3 9 9 6 4 4 4
1,171 1,157 822 800 845 2,141 1,660 1,150 1,660
16 16 12 10 10 1 10 6 6
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Table 3-7.

Livestock and Wildlife Preference, Use, and Allocation by Allotment—Continued

(in animal-unit months)

Livestock Wildlife
Preference Existing Existin
Allotment Number and Name Use (5- Initial Projected Objec- Use (59 Initial Projected
Total Active Year Allocation? | Allocation? tive+ Year Allocationz | Allocation®
Average)? Average)®
8506 Cottonwood Creek Etc. 787 787 747 787 787 825 616 825 825
8507 Red Hill Common 778 628 583 598 628 1,430 1,114 1,430 1,430
8508 Cottonwood Creek 80 80 80 32 80 28 21 21 21
8707 Ute Creek 430 266 106 250 266 546 430 407 430
8710 Walcott isolated Tract 174 40 16 30 30 10 7 17 17
8712 North Bellyache 180 180 180 130 180 387 295 212 295
8716 Williams Individual 30 ‘30 6 30 30 26 28 32 32
wmd 8718 Lake Creek 18 18 1 9 9 17 14 7 7
8719 Horse Creek 44 44 44 28 28 26 21 13 13
8720 Fenno 25 25 23 5 5 27 27 7 7
8721 Salt Creek-Bellyache 368 249 241 132 184 849 670 358 670
8722 Salt Creek-Forest 153 64 56 29 64 55 43 88 88
8723 Falk, 9 9 9 9 9 16 13 45 45
8727 SquawCreek e 10 10 15 11 11 11
8728 Red Canyon 22 22 40 33 29 29
3, 8734 Bellyache 18 18 2 7 7 40 30 41 41
== Subtotat 5,194 4,515 3,651 3,790 4,066 7,597 5,960 5,789 6,717
Castle Peak Capability Unit
8601 East Castle 2,316 2,316 2,799 2,316 2,316 318 273 318 318
8604 Detweiler 36 36 36 36 36 3 3 3 3
8605 River-Catamount 75 75 75 75 75 141 114 123 123
8606 Piskey 545 430 165 430 430 524 419 524 524
8607 Wheelock Individual Large 43 43 18 43 43 4 4 4 4
8608 Wheelock Individual Small 9 9 5 9 9 1 1 1 1
8609 Castle Creek Individual 170 170 170 170 170 18 15 18 18
8616 Deer Pen 900 900 406 703 757 351 303 454 454
8617 Newcomer 4 4 4 4 4 10 9 16 16
8619 Catamount Common 886 886 886 886 886 494 481 494 494
8620 West Castle Common 522 522 522 522 522 591 499 591 591
8621 Castle 15 15 15 15 15 20 17 20 20
8622 West Castle Peak 7 7 4 7 7 9 8 9 9
8623 East Castle Peak 48 48 21 48 48 16 13 13 13
8225 Bull Bulch Common 360 360 360 360 360 623 576 1,190 1,180
8638 Eiby Creek 112 112 38 112 112 100 |. 80 116 116
8639 Upper Cottonwood 265 214 171 149 214 39 31 39 39
8641 Greenhorn 860 860 517 473 860 642 520 534 573
8642 Trail Guich 655 321 128 321 321 651 573 1,012 1,012
8643 Blowout 535 535 379 535 535 683 558 683 683
==p 8701 Piney Creek 45 45 10 13 13 25 25 27 27
8702 Wolcott 974 974 263 788 974 523 429 354 429
8729 Pocket 01 OO PUO! ISR 0 0 292 234 168 189
8730 Bocco Mountain 290 290 250 254 254 505 342 223 254

ue|d pasodoid ayl



==mp 8731 Cabin Gulch
8732 Diamond J
8733 Domantle

== 8735 Hells Hole

==  Subtotal

King Mountain Capability Unit

8506 Cottonwood Creek (Burnt Ridge)
8602 L and H Individual
8603 Tepee Creek
8610 East Sunnyside
8611 Sunnyside Individual
8612 West Sunnyside
8613 Sunnyside
8614 Spring Creek
8615 River Common
=P 8618 Derby Ridge
8626 Red Dirt
8627 Sugarloaf
8628 Sheep Creek (Colorado Division of Wildlife)
8629 Willow Creek
8630 Irrigated Land-Trail Guich
8631 Horse Creek
8632 Upper Little Sheep Creek
8633 Upper Hack Creek
8634 Three Springs
8635 Mooney
8636 McKeen Creek
8637 South McKeen Creek
8644 Moniger Ridge
8645 Upper and Lower Jack Spring
8646 Moniger Ridge Skiff
8647 Onion Ridge
== 8648 Upper Coffeepot
8649 Lower Coffeepot
8652 McCoy
8653 Albertson
8654 Benton
8655 Dude
8656 Gates
8657 Hastings
8658 Holt
8659 Horn
8661 LandH
8662 Black Mountain
8663 McSweeney
8665 Strubi
== 8666 Visintainer
8667 Bambi
=p 8668 Copper Spur
8695 Old 8660 and 8670
8672 Luark

== Subtotal

|

|

340 340 336 240 340 117 94 68 94
26 26 3 19 26 86 68 20 68
65 65 52 36 65 8 7 7 7
34 34 8 29 29 62 49 49 49

10,137 9,637 7,631 8,593 9,421 6,856 5,745 7,078 7,318

168 168 168 152 168 383 356 323 356
76 76 30 29 29 307 264 105 192
27 27 27 8 8 569 489 146 183
20 20 19 4 4 38 33 5 5

100 100 100 62 62 1,087 960 441 488
24 24 23 19 19 45 38 29 29
25 25 25 15 15 467 395 214 302

125 125 125 60 60 275 225 111 164

125 38 38 38 38 595 446 | ~ 373 429

100 40 27 28 28 25 23 16 16
50 50 50 43 50 528 456 387 456
50 50 24 50 50 30 27 30 30

....................................... 125 125 956 861 790 790

126 126 57 62 62 7698 648 327 467

132 132 79 132 132 2 5 0 0
76 76 16 30 30 603 504 199 199

338 153 71 77 134 52 46 20 46

384 300 120 300 300 350 313 350 350
60 60 48 50 60 196 147 121 147
30 30 24 22 22 35 26 19 19

105 105 84 92 92 24 20 24 24

8 8 4 8 8 5 4 5 5
34 34 26 34 34 116 86 63 63
50 50 47 22 22 7 7 7 7
27 27 27 27 27 34 27 34 34

930 477 372 203 477 1,602 1,282 551 1,282
72 72 44 40 72 54 50 54 54

394 324 224 207 324 774 689 440 689

............................................................... 0 0 87 75 18 18

186 186 186 35 35 62 58 58 58

162 162 162 162 162 279 245 270 270

4 4 4 1 1 52 44 12 12
13 13 13 10 10 9 8 6 6

7 7 7 3 3 54 47 20 20

105 105 105 81 81 209 190 161 182

249 249 249 96 96 126 109 42 109

343 343 343 161 343 820 727 316 727

109 109 109 32 109 25 21 25 25
53 53 53 53 53 93 84 93 93
30 30 30 30 30 15 13 15 15

488 488 488 100 303 422 359 262 359
42 42 42 42 42 105 85 320 320

211 211 21 138 138 133 115 160 160

............................................................... 45 45 3 2 | e

127 127 127 59 59 723 578 269 461

5,785 4,846 4,028 2,817 3,801 13,145 11,187 7,231 9,661
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Table 3-7. Livestock and Wildlife Preference, Use, and Allocation by Aliotment—Continued

(in animal-unit months)

Livestock Wildlife
Preference Existing i Existing
Allotment Number and Name Use (5- Initial Projected | Objec- Use (5- Initial Projected
Total Active Year Allocation? | Allocation? tives Year Allocation? | Allocation?
Average)! Average)®
w—p Total 73,883 56,885 37,488 37,852 50,594 57,933 45,120 46,210 52,593

'The 5-year average licensed use from 1975-79.
2Initial allocation of existing forage to livestock or wildlife.

sAllocation of existing forage plus estimated additional forage expected from vegetation manipulation.

*Colorado Division of Wildlife Goals for 1988.
sEstimated average wildlife populations in 1976-80.

ueld pasodoid aylL



Description of the Proposed Plan

Season-of-Use Adjustments. Fifty-three allot-
ments would be affected by season-of-use adjust-
ments (see Description of Proposed Plan, Terrestri-
al Habitat Management section). Following is a list-
ing of those allotments that would be affected.

Allotments affected by October 15 cut-off
date (wildlife crucial winter range)—8005, 8011,
8012, 8103, 8107, 8112, 8115, 8117, 8118, 8120,
8121, 8125, 8213, 8218, 8219, 8316, 8321, 8322,
8331, 8342, 8343, 8349, 8352, 8504, 8506, 8602,
8612, 8632, 8635, 8642, 8647, 8649, 8654, 8655,
8657, 8658, 8659, 8661, 8667, 8668, 8672, 8901,
8907, 8920.

Allotments affected by November 15 cut-off
date (wildlife winter and summer range)—8506,
8601, 8653, 8656, 8662, 8663, 8665, 8666, 8701.

Spring turnout dates for many allotments are
presently determined annually based on range
readiness. More emphasis would be placed on
range readiness during implementation of the plan
with adjustments based on monitoring if turnout
dates were found to be consistently early.

Rationale

Active preference was chosen over existing use
and total preference as the objective for livestock
grazing in this Proposed Plan. (This objective is the
same as the objective in the DEIS Preferred Alter-
native.)

Based on present production estimates and po-
tential for increasing forage in many allotments, it
was felt that existing use (the number of AUMs Ii-
censed from 1975 to 1979) may have been dispro-

Potential forage increases expected from vegeta-
tion manipulation were allocated using the same
method as used in the DEIS Preferred Alternative.
Increases on crucial winter ranges were allocated
first to big game up to existing use and then to live-
stock up to active preference. Increases on

~ summer range were allocated first to livestock up to

active preference and then to big game up to exist-
ing use.

Support

Engineering and fire management support would
be required for project layout, design, and imple-
mentation. The U. S. Forest Service and Colorado
Division of Wildlife would be consulted on allot-
ments managed cooperatively and projects of
mutual benefit, especially prescribed burns. Water
rights would have to be secured for all water devel-
opments. Acquisition of legal access to public land
would be needed to open areas to livestock grazing
management (see Transportation Map 3-16).

implementation

portionately low because many ranchers were .

taking voluntary nonuse. It was also felt that fofa/
preference (the use that was apportioned and at-
tached to base properties) might not be attainable
because total preference in some instances is
based on historic use as well as carrying capacity.

it must be noted here that while forage produc-
tion estimates indicate active preference may be a
more realistic or attainable level of livestock grazing
than existing use or total preference, only through
monitoring will BLM be able to determine whether
or not this level is correct. Therefore, no final
forage allocation decisions will be made until after
monitoring is conducted on allotments in question
to determine correct stocking rates.

Existing forage was allocated to livestock by the

same method as used in the DEIS Preferred Alter-.

native. However, in crucial winter range areas, live-
stock were allocated existing forage up to active
preference only after wildlife were given sufficient
forage to meet existing use (5-year average).
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Implementing and monitoring the livestock graz-
ing portion of the Proposed Plan would require sev-
eral separate actions that overlap in time, some of
which are already underway. These actions include
(1) allotment categorization; (2) grazing use deci-
sions and monitoring to determine stocking rates;
(3) allotment management plans; and (4) monitoring
to determine if selective management (allotment
categorization) criteria are being met.

Aliotment Categorization. Concurrent with the
development of this Proposed Plan, grazing allot-
ments are being placed into one of three catego-
ries that define how they will be managed: (1) main-
tain current satisfactory condition, (2) improve cur-
rent unsatisfactory condition, and (3) manage cus-
todially while protecting existing resource values.
These categories would help to concentrate grazing
management actions where they are most needed
to improve the basic resources or resolve serious
resource use conflicts.

The categories would govern the order in which
improvement projects are undertaken and allotment
management plans written. First priority would be
allotments in improve category; second, in maintain
category; and third, custodial category.

The categorization of allotments would be pre-
sented in the rangeland program summary pub-
lished within 5 months of the FEIS and following
rancher consultation. Decisions on allotments in the
maintain category would be issued within 9 months
following publication of the FEIS; decisions on allot-
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ments in the custodial category, within 12 months;
and decisions on allotments in the improve catego-
ry, within 17 months. This policy is detailed in
Washington Office Instruction Memorandum 82-
292, dated March 5, 1982, and is referred to as se-
lective management.

The five standard criteria being used to catego-
rize allotments are range condition, resource poten-
tial and present productivity, presence of resource
use conflicts or controversy, opportunity for positive
economic return on public investment, and present
management situation. Comments solicited from
the general public, ranchers, and the District's
Grazing Advisory Board would be used to help
refine the BLM's five standard criteria to fit the
local situation and to develop other site-specific cri-
teria as necessary.

1. Maintain Category Criteria:
@ Present range condition is satisfactory.

@ Allotments have moderate or high resource pro-
duction potential and are producing near their
potential (or trend is moving in that direction).

® No serious resource-use conflicts or controversy
exists.

® Opportunities may exist for positive economic
return from public investments.

@ Present management appears satisfactory.

® Other criteria appropriate to environmental
impact statement area.

2. Improve Category Critena:
@ Present range condition is unsatisfactory.

@ Allotments have moderate to high resource pro-
duction potential and are producing at low to
moderate levels.

@ Serious resource-use conflicts or controversy
exists.

@ Opportunities may exist for positive economic
return from public investments.

@ Present management appears unsatisfactory.

® Other criteria appropriate to environmental
impact statement area.

3. Custodial Category Criteria:
@ Present range condition is not a factor.

® Allotments have low resource production poten-
tial and are producing near their potential.

@ Limited resource-use conflicts or controversy
exist.

@ Opportunities for positive economic return from
public investments do not exist or are con-
strained by technological or economic factors.

@ Present management appears satisfactory or is
the only logical practice under existing re-
source conditions.

® Other criteria appropriate to environmental
impact statement area.

Grazing Decisions and Monitoring. Soil Vege-
tation Inventory Method (SVIM) and Initial Stocking
Rate programs were used to develop BLM estimat-
ed initial stocking rates for each allotment. Prior to
issuing grazing decisions, permittees would be con-
tacted to discuss how their allotments are catego-
rized and explain the criteria used. Initial stocking
rates for each allotment based on estimated initial
stocking rates, average licensed use, and active
preference would also be determined at that time.

If no adjustments in stocking rate were necessary
or if reductions were mutually agreed upon, the
BLM would issue the final grazing decision without
monitoring. However, in cases of disagreement, the
BLM would issue an initial decision and monitor the
allotment to determine the proper stocking rate
prior to issuing the final decision. The initial deci-
sion and the monitoring program to arrive at the
stocking rate would be published in the rangeland
program summary mentioned above.

Grazing would begin at an agreed upon level and
would be monitored for two years. Prior to the third
season, adjustments (up or down) would be made,
if necessary, based on the monitoring. Following
two more seasons of grazing and prior to the fifth
year, further adjustments would be made, if neces-
sary, and stated in a final grazing decision. The
monitoring programs would also be used to deter-
mine the effectiveness of fall cut-off and spring

turnout dates.
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Monitoring studies to establish stocking rates
would include forage use, actual use reports from
each permittee, climate, and vegetation condition
and trend studies. The utilization studies would in-
clude browse use in wildlife ranges. Pellet group
transects might also be used to help determine
wildlife use in the area. Trend and utilization tran-
sects are already established on 38 allotments.
Browse transects are in place on 17 allotments.

Wildlife habitat monitoring would enable BLM to
make big game population adjustment recommen-
dations to the Colorado Division of Wildlife.

Allotment Management Plans. Allotment man-
agement plans (AMPs) prescribing grazing manage-
ment activities would be written and implemented
on allotments in accordance with priorities estab-
lished in the final resource management plan and
rangeland program summary. AMPs would establish
objectives for managing soil, vegetation, and water
resources to improve or maintain resource condi-
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tions and resolve livestock grazing management
problems consistent with land use plan objectives
and constraints. The AMPs would specify the
terms, conditions, and methods or. practices permit-
ted to meet the requirements of the key plant spe-
cies, prevent soil disturbance, and meet water qual-
ity requirements within the allotments. The sophisti-
cation of an AMP might vary depending on re-
source conditions and the objectives of other re-
sources identified in the land use plan. AMPs would
include the limits of flexibility within which permit-
tees or lessees can adjust their grazing operation
without prior approval from the authorized officer
and specify the types and amount of range im-
provements that would be necessary to support
livestock grazing activities. All AMPs would be peri-
odically evaluated to determine whether resource
management plan and AMP objectives were being
achieved and to assess resource conditons. AMPs
might be revised if the evaluation shows that the
objectives were not being achieved.

Monitoring for Selective Management Criteria.
A supervision and monitoring plan would be devel-
oped to ensure that allotments within each catego-
ry—maintain, improve, and custodial—were
checked periodically to determine resource condi-
tions and whether criteria were still being met.

Consistency

Allowing livestock grazing on public land is con-
sistent with the counties’ and state’s concerns for
maintaining a diverse economic base. It also coin-
cides with the counties’ plans to maintain an agri-
cultural and rural setting.

Effects

Initial forage allocations would result in a 1 per-
cent increase above existing use resource area
wide; however, this would also be a 33 percent de-
crease from active preference (the goal of the Pro-
posed Plan). The projected long-term allocation
would result in a 35 percent increase above exist-
ing use but would still fall 11 percent short of active
preference (the goal of the Proposed Plan).

These percentages are resource area wide with
some individual allotment allocations varying signifi-
cantly (see Table 3-6). The fall cut-off dates of Oc-
tober 15 and November 15 would require permit-
tees of the 53 allotments to acquire forage else-
where during that period of time.

Forest Management

Changes in BLM forest management policies
have occurred since the draft environmental impact
statement was issued. In the draft environmental
impact statement, productive forest land was the
designation for all sawtimber species, regardless of
markets. Woodland represented only pinyon-juni-
per. The new policy statement defines all commer-
cial coniferous sawtimber species as commercial

- forest land. Woodland is typified by tree species
~ that are used as nonsawtimber products such as
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fuelwood or posts. Aspen and subalpine fir are
used as nonsawtimber products and are considered
woodland species along with pinyon pine and juni-
per in the Proposed Plan. See the Glossary for defi-
nitions of these terms.

Objective

To manage all suitable commercial forest land
and woodland to meet sawtimber and fuelwood
demand and maintain stand productivity.

Proposed Management Actions

Commercial forest land and woodland would be
identified as either suitable or unsuitable for man-
agement (Table 3-8).

Map 3-8 shows locations of forest land suitable
for management. All forest land supporting com-
mercial forest land and woodland species, including
the five forest management units (King Mountain,
Black Mountain, Castle Peak, Seven Hermits and
Naval Oil Shale Reserve), would be managed.
Major commercial species include lodgepole pine,
Engelmann spruce, Douglas-fir, and ponderosa pine
(commercial forest land) and pinyon and juniper
(woodland). Aspen and subalpine fir are not cur-
rently considered major commercial species.

Forest land would be managed to minimize
losses of, or damage to, forest resources from in-
sects and disease. Practices that would be used in
managing the suitable forest land are listed in Ap-
pendix A, DEIS. Multiple use and timber production
capability classification restrictions prohibiting the
harvesting of both commercial forest land and
woodiand are shown in Table 3-9.

The estimated annual allowable woodland har-
vest of 6,465 cords includes aspen and subalpine
fir fuelwood for which little demand has been real-
ized. Since the present domestic and commercial
demand for fuelwood (1,800 cords annually) has
been limited almost exclusively to pinyon-juniper, it
is expected that actual harvests would be consider-
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Tabie 3-8. Summary of Proposed Forest Management Actions

Commercial Woodland?
Forest Land!
Proposed Management Actions .
(acres) (g:;'g%n (acres) | (cords)
feet)
s Syitable for MANAGEMENT ..o bbbt se s s 17,905 82,470
wme=p Unsuitable for managements.... 27,735 131,840
- Annual QlIoWable RAIVESE ..o ettt seesoe st seesae st sessenennenesnensensesnessessrnns| soeseerensennesl 1.8 i,

!Includes lodgepole pine, Engelmann spruce, Douglas-fir, and ponderosa pine.

?includes pinyon pine and juniper (3,535 cords), aspen (2,790 cords), and subalpine fir (140 cords).

3Based on multiple use and timber production capability classification restrictions.

Note: With the completion of the timber production capability classification, revision in the annual allowable harvest may be

necessary.

ably less than 6,456 cords. However, the harvest

level of 6,465 cords is presented as an optimum

level for a sustained yield woodland management
program. The fuelwood market and demand for do-
mestic wood would guide the actual harvest of
woodland products. It is assumed that the majority
of fuelwood sold would consist of pinyon-juniper
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based on past demands. Initial sales of aspen fuel-
wood would be considered in an attempt to spur
the aspen market and improve wildlife habitat and
possibly result in temporary increases in water
yields.
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Table 3-9. Commercial Forest L.and and Woodland Muitiple Use Restrictions

Capability Unit Acres Reason Unsuitable for Harvest

Garfield...........ccoeveveereeeicrrreieeeeeenes 71,085 | Municipal watersheds; debris flow hazard zone; highly erosive soils; recreational non-
motorized zones

Roaring Fork........cccocereeernerercrconnne 12,945 | Debris flow hazard zones; Thompson Creek Natural Environment Area; Eagle Mountain
Wilderness Study Area; highly erosive soils

Eagie-Vail...........cccoeevuvereenne . 14,005 | Highly erosive soils

Castle Peak ........corvinccinncscannes 34,910 | Bull Guich Wilderness Study Area; highly erosive soils :

King Mountain 26,630 | Hack Lake Wilderness Study Area and recreational non-motorized zone; Deep Creek
Area of Critical Environmental Concern; highly erosive soils

Total..oceerrererrren 169,675
Rationale Implementation

To assure a continuous supply of forest products
for available markets, annual allowable harvests for
both sawtimber and fuelwood were established.
Under the Proposed Plan, the commercial forest
land aliowable harvest was based on harvesting
commercial coniferous species such as Engelmann
spruce, lodgepole pine, ponderosa pine, and Doug-
las-fir. This harvest level is the same as the Pre-
ferred Alternative (DEI!S). Five forest management
units were identified. In these units, commercial
stands requiring harvest methods other than those
conventional ground skidding methods’ found locally
were included in the allowable harvest. No signifi-
cant multiple use restrictions were placed on these
stands. The manageability and economics of har-
vesting these stands were considered favorable.

The woodland allowable harvest was based on
harvesting nonsawtimber species only on suitable
woodland. The woodland type consists of pinyon
pine, juniper, aspen, and subalpine fir. The harvest
level has increased from the Preferred Alternative
because of the addition of Aspen and subalpine fir
to the woodland forest base. Suitable woodland on
slopes over 40 percent was removed from the al-
lowable harvest due to topographic constraints as
well as various multiple use restrictions.

Support

Cadastral survey and engineering support would
be needed to help design and lay out timber sales
and access roads. Fire management support would
be needed for management of natural fire in meet-
ing forest management resource objectives. Acqui-
sition of legal access to public land would be
needed to open areas to forest land management
(see Transportation Map 3-16).

Land use allocations proposed for forest man-
agement would become effective upon approval of
the Proposed Plan. However, prior to implementing
land management practices, activity plans would be
prepared. Activity plans, termed forest or woodland
management plans, have been previously prepared

- for Black Mountain, King Mountain, and Seven Her-
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mits Forest Management Units. These plans, if nec-
essary, would be revised to reflect the actions pro-
posed in the plan. Site-specific activity plans would
be prepared for the two remaining forest manage-
ment units, Naval Oil Shale Reserve and Castle
Peak. Woodland management plans would be writ-
ten for extensive tracts of pinyon-juniper, aspen,
and subalpine fir and the experimental project on
the Naval Oil Shale Reserve. Environmental as-
sessments would be prepared on all activity plans.

These activity plans would define the resources
on the unit, state specific management objectives,
specify planned actions, coordinate various re-
source values, and identify harvest levels, cutting
cycles, and silvicultural practices for the commer-
cial forest or woodland resource.

Sawtimber and fuelwood sales, timber stand im-
provement, reforestation, and road construction are
examples of specific actions proposed in activity
plans. Manuals and policy would offer specific guid-
ance for implementing these actions. Environmental
assessments and forest management plans would
further identify project implementation and mitiga-
tion measures. Periodic inspections of these proj-
ects would ensure proper implementation.

Periodic forest inventories would be conducted in
an effort to monitor the forest and woodland re-
sources. Inventory data would be incorporated into
activity plans and would assist in defining the allow-
able harvest base.

Commercial forest and woodland products would
be offered for sale. Competitive bidding would be
the common method for selling commercial saw-
timber and fuelwood. Fuelwood, posts, poles, wild-
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ings, and Christmas tree permits would aiso be sold
to the general public.

Consistency

Harvesting forest products is consistent with
other agencies, particularly the U. S. Forest Serv-
ice. The demand for sawtimber products is present-
ly low. Demand for fuelwood, particularly pinyon-ju-
niper, is increasing annually. Providing forest prod-
ucts on a sustained-yield basis is also consistent
with current national policies and objectives.

Effects

Based on current and projected market demands,
the proposed allowable harvest of commercial
forest land would provide sufficient volumes of saw-
timber to satisfy the local timber industry and pro-
vide another option for timber purchases. The al-
lowable harvest for woodland would supply most
fuelwood demands. Through the application of
forest management practices, the health and
growth of stands would be enhanced, thereby in-
creasing stand productivity and yields.

Recreation Resource Management

Objective

To provide recreational opportunities while reduc-
ing the impacts of recreational use on fragile and
unique resource values and provide for visitor
safety.

Proposed Management Actions

Recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) manage-
ment classes would be adopted as shown on Map

3-9. The objective of the ROS is to provide users
with opportunities for a variety of recreational activi-
ties (hunting, fishing) in a variety of settings (wilder-
ness, campground) for a desired experience (primi-
tive, urban). For example, fishing a lake in a wilder-
ness is a much different experience than fishing a
lake near a city. Appendix E (DEIS) explains the
ROS system.

The ROS system describes six classes ranging
from urban to primitive. The management objec-
tives for each class would be used to determine
whether or not proposed management actions were
consistent with the class and to identify possible
mitigation measures. Each class provides objec-
tives that guide the type of management actions
that could be allowed within a class. Each class
also indicates the type of recreational setting one
could expect to find in the area.

Table 3-10 shows the acreage within each ROS
class. The ROS changes are proposed to be con-
sistent with other management actions such as
timber harvesting and vegetation manipulations,
which would alter the settings.

Table 3-10. Summary of Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum (ROS) Classes

Per-
ROS Class Acres | cent of

Toial
Primitive.........c.ccoou... 722 0.1
Semi-primitive non-motorized.......c.cccccevvevennne 17,768 3.2
Semi-primitive motorized 276,713 489
Roaded natural...........c.ccoveereercceeeerenereesseneneennne 237,147 41.9
Semi-urban..........cccoveernnne 33,045 5.8
Urban ... cccnrccrecrccririsressrssrsessessssnsrnensenns 647 0.1

Existing recreational facilities would be main-
tained. Map 3-10 shows the locations of existing
and proposed recreational facilities. Table 3-11 lists
existing and proposed facilities and designations.

Table 3-11. Proposed Designations and Recreational Facilities
Designation, Facility, or Service Existing | Proposed
Number of developed sites (campgrounds, overlooks, highway rest StOPS)..........cccvvcercierecrennerereeresreeresresesersenees 4 5
Number of undeveloped reCreation SItES......... ..ottt et sae e se s b e pe s s nana b ebamenes LI FOTOROIORIORN
Number of developed FVEr ACCESS SItES ...ttt s et st 3 6
Number of undeveloped river access sites L PO
Number of trails ........... 2 5
INUMDET Of TrAIN@AMS .......oveeeceeeeere ettt tre s s e re s rar s sa s sassas e seesse s e st esaensnaeseasseasbesaseansasaasasssnsasenstasanns 0 6
- Number of Primitive reCreation SIS ........cccorireice ettt san s s as s araessbesese s s nssenesransaee 0 7
Number of SNOWMODIIE PArkiNg @rEaS .........ccc.crmiirrerinrrie ettt et s res st st b st s sar et as 0 4
Acres identified as recreation managemMent @reas ... e 0 16,140
(BUIN GUICK) ... teerar et s s e ees s e e s se e st s rarassas e s s ss b nens b essasaassesasasnsa e st easatesnasansaas st rsseses s sensasesasasessssnrans 0 (10,214)
(HACK LAKE) ..c.ucriuiiiinnerieeninitret ettt nt et sttt st e st se e e s bt st e s s s b e e e b s bbb e s et eosaa e banaaransetsanbensan 0 (3,456)
(DBEP CrEEK) ....coovvineiniiiiiiiiniiiieiei sttt sttt e as e sassas e essaesansassanatessdres e et aresatse et ss et enaenraansaesaeraesarsensan [} (2,470)
Thompson Creek Natural Environment Area (ACTES) .........cc.cvevveeeeeiimicieeeirernevesies e sesessteseeae e ie s sssssssassssssseosessassanns 4,286 4,286

It
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Table 3-11. Proposed Designations and Recreational Facilites—Continued

Designation, Facility, or Service Existing | Proposed
Permit program for commercial and competitive floatboating use yes yes
Upper Colorado River special recreation management @rea...........cceveeiicssienencinisinicisnnesnenss e sosesesersrensanias yes yes
AcquISItion Of Private FaNG ...ttt s s e s s s e ena et nesee no lyes
Number of off-road VehiCle USE ar@as ...t sss st esarsssm s 0 21
Number of interpretive overlooks 0 1

‘Approximate location: Twin Bridges.
2Acreage not yet determined.

In addition to acreage presently closed to mineral
development, 50 acres in the Fryingpan recreation
sites would be closed to mineral sales; 2,470 acres
in Deep Creek would be closed to oil and gas sur-
face facilities, mineral sales, and mineral location;
3,456 acres in Hack Lake would be closed to oil
and gas surface facilities; and 9,778 acres in Bull
Gulch would be closed to mineral leasing (Map 3-
10).

Bull Guich, Hack Lake, the upper Colorado River,
and Deep Creek would be identified as recreation
management areas.

Legal access would be acquired to most large
public land parcels to open public land to public
use.

Rationale

Recreation is an important social and economic

issue in this resource area. The Prgposed Plan was
chosen to meet the existing and future recreational
demands and prevent resource degradation in high

use areas. Deep Creek, Hack Lake, Bull Guich, and '

Thompson Creek were identified for special man-

agement and protection because they contain -

unique or unusual, natural, scenic, or recreational
values.

Support

Fire support would be needed for managing natu-
ral fire in meeting recreation resource objectives
and for protecting unique and fragile recreation re-
sources. Cadastral and engineering support would
be needed to lay out and design access roads. Ac-
quisition of legal access to public land would be
needed to open areas to recreation management
(see Transportation Map 3-16).

Cooperative agreements would be developed
with the Colorado Division of Parks and Recreation

for the development and maintenance of proposed '

trails and snowmobile parking areas. Engineering
would be required for design and construction of

recreational facilities. Cadastral survey and apprais-

55

al would be necessary for acquisition of private
land.

A cooperative agreement would be developed
with the owner of the property near Sheep Guich to
use the area as a river access site.

Implementation

ROS classes would become effective upon ap-
proval of the plan. Recreation management plans
would be prepared for special recreation manage-
ment areas and designated areas; existing manage-
ment plans would be revised, if necessary to be
consistent with the Proposed Plan. Site plans would
be prepared .for new facility developments. These
plans would include detailed engineering, site loca-
tion, cost-benefit analysis, and detailed environ-
mental analyses of the proposal.

The condition of recreation sites, including re-
source damage, would be inspected periodically.
Visitor use would be sampled using various meth-
ods including selected road and trail traffic counters
and visitor registers. Recreation management plans
would be reviewed periodically to determine if revi-
sions are necessary because of changing condi-
tions.

Consistency

The Proposed Plan is consistent with the State
Comprehensive Qutdoor Recreation Plan which
states the BLM should continue producing dis-
persed recreation and move toward more direct
management of outdoor recreation opportunities.
The state plan also recognizes the upper Colorado
River as a significant recreation resource. Overall,
recreation management on public land adjacent to
national forest land would be consistent with U. S.
Forest Service management objectives. Specific
management of recreation resources on public land
in the resource area is not addressed in the plans
and policies of local governments; however, the
Proposed Plan appears to be consistent with gen-
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eral language in the plans that discuss the impor-
tance of recreation.

Effects

Existing settings would be maintained in most
areas. Maintenance would prevent deterioration of
existing and proposed recreational facilities. Both
existing and future recreation demands would be
met, and fragile resource values would be protect-
ed.

Cultural Resource Management

Objective

To protect the cultural and historical values in the
resource area from accidental or intentional de-
struction and give special protection to high value
cultural resource sites.

Proposed Management Actions

Approximately 4,178 acres known as the Blue Hill
Archaeological District would be nominated for des-
ignation on the National Register of Historic Places
and would be designated as an area of critical envi-
ronmental concern (ACEC). Selected sites identified
as having high value for management would be ac-
tively managed as outllined in the Gilenwood
Springs Cultural Resource Management Guide. The

remaining sites would be managed as prescribed .

by law and policy to protect cultural resource
values.

Project areas would be inventoried for cultural re-
sources prior to project approval. Measures would
be taken to protect any cultural resources found.

Rationale

Many high value cuitural sites are being lost
through natural and man-caused actions. The Pro-
posed Plan was chosen to identify these high value
sites and areas and recommend special manage-
ment to protect them. The Blue Hill Archaeological
District was identified for special management for
these reasons.

Support

Fire management would be needed for manage-.

ment of natural fire in meeting cultural resource ob-
jectives.
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implementation

Cultural resource clearances would be required
for each project prior to construction or develop-
ment. High value sites would be managed as out-
lined in the cultural resource management guide.

Consistency

Local plans and policies do not specifically ad-
dress cultural resources. However, the proposed
actions are consistent with the State Historic Pres-
ervation Officer’s plan for management of cultural
resources. All remaining sites would be protected
from destruction through actions required by law
and BLM policy.

Effects

New information about past civilizations would be
obtained from managing the Blue Hill Archaeologi-
cal District and other high value sites. Protection
from natural or man-caused deterioration would be
provided to these sites through special protective
measures.

Paleontological Resource Management

Objective

To manage the paleontological resource program
as required by law and policy to protect significant
paleontological values.

Proposed Management Actions

Projects would be inventoried for paieontological
resources in areas of high paleontological values
prior to project approval. Measures would be taken
to protect any significant paleontological resources
found.

Rationale

Inventory of paleontological resources in high
value paleontological areas prior to surface-disturb-
ing activities is a requirement as outlined by BLM
policy.
Support

No support would be required.
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Implementation
In areas requiring inventory, a survey would be

conducted prior to approval of projects involving
surface disturbance.

Consistency

This management approach is consistent with ex-

isting law and policy. Local land use plans or poli- -

cies do not specifically address paleontological re-
sources.

Effects

inventory of project sites prior to project approval
would continue to protect paleontological resources
from destruction.

Wilderness Management

A total of 9,778 acres within the Bull Guich Wil-
derness Study Area (WSA), recommended as non-
suitable for wilderness under the Preferred Alterna-
tive (DEIS), now have been recommended as pre-
liminarily suitable under the Proposed Plan. In addi-
tion, the boundary of the Bull Gulch WSA has been
modified to exclude 636 acres of public land whose
minerals are owned by the State of Colorado. The
boundary modification was made as a result of a
Secretarial Decision published in the March 17,
1983, Federal Register.

The 636 acres excluded from the Bull Guich '

WSA could be recommended as a suitable addition
to the Bull Guich Wilderness (should it be designat-
ed by Congress) if the state-owned minerals could
be exchanged. The State of Colorado has indicated
a willingness to make such exchanges in BLM wil-
derness areas (State of Colorado Board of Land
Commissioners 1983).

Objective

To determine the suitability or nonsuitability of
WSAs for wilderness designation.

Proposed Management Actions

Map 3-11 shows the identified WSAs and the
suitability recommendations. Table 3-12 shows the
acreage in each WSA that would be recommended
as preliminarily suitable and nonsuitable for wilder-
ness designation.

Table 3-12. Summary of Wilderness Proposed

Management Actions
(in acres)

Wilderness Study Area! Suitable Nortl)?gita-

Eagle Mountain®..............iuccrrrcnnncrncncnnas 330 0
Hack Lake®..... : 10 3,350
Bull Guicht...... 9,778 4,586
Castle Peak 0 11,940
Total ..ot 10,118 19,876

!Includes areas considered for wilderness designation under
Sections 202 and 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act of 1976.

*Would be added to the existing Maroon Bells-Snowmass
Wilderness administered by the U. S. Forest Service.

3Would be added to the existing Flat Tops Wilderness admin-
istered by the U. S. Forest Service.

‘The Bull Gulch boundary has been modified to exclude 636
acres of state-owned minerals.

The Bull Guich and Castle Peak WSAs are being
considered for wilderness designation under Sec-
tion 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act of 1976 (FLPMA). The BLM is required to
recommend WSAs considered for wilderness desig-
nation under Section 603 of FLPMA as suitable or
nonsuitable for designation as wilderness. These
recommendations are preliminary and, therefore,
could change during administrative review. The rec-
ommendations would become final only if adopted
by the Secretary of the Interior and the President.
Final wilderness designation decisions are made by
Congress.

The Eagle Mountain and Hack Lake WSAs are
being considered for wilderness under Section 202
of FLPMA. Suitable recommendations are also pre-
liminary, could change during administrative review,
and would become final only if adopted by the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the President. However,
nonsuitable recommendations would become final
upon approval of the plan. Final wilderness desig-
nation decisions are made by Congress.

Administration of the Eagle Mountain WSA and
the preliminarily suitable portion of Hack Lake WSA
would be recommended for transfer to the U. S.
Forest Service upon designation as wilderness.

Rationale -

Castle Peak. The entire WSA was recommended
as nonsuitable for wilderness designation because
it would add little to the diversity of the National
Wilderness Preservation System. It is very similar
ecologically to existing wildernesses both locally
and state-wide. Under a nonwilderness situation,
Castle Peak would be managed for a variety of re-
sources in addition to providing for primitive and

Pt
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natural recreational opportunities, non-motorized
and motorized recreation, management. of wildlife
habitat, livestock grazing, and timber management.

Bull Gulch. Approximately 9,778 acres were rec-
ommended as suitable to preserve wilderness
values and supplemental scenic, wildlife, and eco-
logical values and to add locat diversity to the Na-
tional Wilderness Preservation System. The remain-
der of the WSA was recommended as nonsuitable
because wilderness management would conflict
with other resource values, primarily fuelwood, wild-
life, and livestock resources.

Hack Lake. Because of its small size, the Hack
Lake WSA would be manageable as wilderness
only as an addition to the existing Flat Tops Wilder-
ness administered by the U. S. Forest Service. Ap-
proximately 10 acres of the WSA, located above
the rim of the Flat Tops, is a logical extension of
the Flat Tops Wilderness and was recommended
as suitable. The remainder of the WSA, located
below the rim, was recommended nonsuitable be-
cause it is physically isolated from the existing wil-
derness. Management as wilderness could conflict
with future management on adjacent national forest
land and would create an island of nonwilderness
national forest land between the WSA and the ex-
isting wilderness. Refer to Map 3-11 for a visual
display of the area.

Eagle Mountain. Because of its small size, the
Eagle Mountain WSA would be manageable as wil-
derness only as an addition to the Maroon-Bells
Snowmass Wilderness administered by the U. S.
Forest Service. All of Eagle Mountain was recom-
mended as suitable because it has essentially no
resource conflicts and is consistent with U. S.
Forest Service management of the Maroon Bells-
Snowmass Wilderness.

Support

Mineral surveys by the U. S. Geological Survey
and the U. S. Bureau of Mines would be required
for WSAs recommended as preliminarily suitable for
wilderness designation as requested by the BLM
Director. Fire management support would be
needed for management of natural fire in meeting
the resource objective and for the protection of
unique and fragile resources.

Implementation

* The nonsuitable portion of the Hack Lake WSA
would be released from further wilderness consider-
ation and managed for other resource values upon
approval of the Proposed Plan. The suitable portion
of the Hack Lake WSA and the entire Eagle Moun-
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tain, Bull Gulch, and Castle Peak WSAs would con-
tinue to be included in the wilderness review proc-
ess.

A wilderness study report indentifying the prelimi-
nary recommendations for each WSA would be pre-
pared and submitted to Congress. Appendix D
(DEIS) explains the wilderness reporting process. A
final environmental impact statement on the wilder-
ness portion of the plan would be prepared and
would accompany the wilderness study report. Fol-
lowing Congressional action, a wilderness plan
would be prepared for any area designated as wil-
derness by Congress. Those areas not designated
would be managed for other values as identified
under the Proposed Plan.

Until Congress makes its decision on whether or
not to designate an area as wilderness, the BLM is
required to manage WSAs studied under Section
603 of FLPMA “so as not to impair the suitability of
such areas for preservation as wilderness.” The
policy and guidance for this management is con-
tained in the BLM’s Interim Management Policy and
Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review
(IMP). Currrent BLM policy is to similarly protect
WSAs studied under Section 202 of FLPMA that
are being considered for wilderness designation.

Upon approval of the Proposed Plan, proposed
projects in WSAs would be evaluated to ensure
compliance with IMP. WSAs would be patrolled pe-
riodically to detect and prevent unauthorized ac-
tions.

Consistency

The White River National Forest and Eagle
County support suitable recommendations for the
Eagle Mountain WSA and for the 10 acres of the
Hack Lake WSA above the rim of the Flat Tops.
The state of Colorado supports suitable recommen-
dations for the Bull Gulch and Hack Lake WSAs.
Pitkin County supports suitable recommendations
for the Eagle Mountain, Bull Guich, and Castle
Peak WSAs. Garfield County supports suitable rec-
ommendations for the Hack Lake and Bull Guich
WSAs.

Effects

Wilderness values would be preserved on the
acres recommended as suitable for wilderness des-
ignation.

Opportunities to develop and use other resources
such as minerals and forest products would be
available on the acreage recommended nonsuitable
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and lost on the acreage recommended as suitable
for wilderness designation.

Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern (ACECs)

Objective

To designate areas where special management
is needed to protect important geologic, botanic,

historic, cultural, and scenic values; fish and wildlife
resources; other naturai systems (rare or exemplary

f ecosystems); or human life and property from natu-
ral hazards.

Proposed Management Actions

Map 3-12 shows areas that would be designated

" as ACECs. Table 3-13 lists each area and gives the

reason and management prescription for each des-

* ignation.
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Table 3-13. Summary of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) Designations

Size

(acres) Reason

Area

Management Prescription

Blue Hill Archaeological District 4,718 Archaeological values

®Designate as sensitive for utility and communication facilities.
@®ldentity as an erosion hazard area. .

@®Nominate to the National Register of Historic Places.

®Limit off-road vehicle use to existing roads and trails.
@®Designate as fire exclusion zone.

Glenwood Springs Debris Flow Hazard | 6,675 | Mud and debris flow
Zone

®Coordinate management with the Glenwood Springs Debris Flow Hazard Study.
®Designate as sensitive for utility and communication facilities.

®Limit off-road vehicle use to designated roads and trails.

®Prohibit oil and gas surface facilities.

@Designate as a fire exclusion zone.

@Limit livestock use to light grazing.

®Prohibit vegetation manipulations for livestock, wildlife, and timber management.

Bull Gulch 6,714 | Scenic values

09

®Designate as unsuitable for utility and communication facilities.

®Close the area to off-road vehicle use.

®Prohibit oil and gas leasing, mineral sales, and mineral location.

®Designate as fire management zone-ecosystem management area.

@®identify as a recreation management area.

®ldentify as a potential peregrine falcon introduction site.

®Prohibit vegetation manipulations for livestock, wildlife, and timber management.

®ldentify 6,077 acres as suitable for wilderness designation. If designated, manage the area
under the Wilderness Act. If not designated, close to oil and gas leasing.

®Manage under visual resource management Class | objectives. )

Deep Creek 2,470 | Scenic values

I |

®Designate as unsuitable for utility and communication facilities.

®Manage under visual resource management Class | objectives.

@®ldentify as a recreation management area.

®ldentify as a potential peregrine falcon introduction site.

®Prohibit vegetation manipulations for livestock, wildlife, and timber management.

=P | ower Colorado River Cooperative Man- 1 | Riparian and wildlife values
agement Area

®Protect important wildlife and riparian values.
®ldentify for cooperative management with Colorado Division of Wildlife.
®Designate as sensitive for utility and communication facilities.

This area is presently under survey to determine the public land acreage.

uejd pasodoid aylL
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Support

Engineering support would be needed to imple-
ment specific recommendations. Fire support would
be needed to protect unique and fragile resource
values. Colorado Division of Wildlife support would
be needed to help fund, implement, and manage
specific ACECs.

Rationale

ACEC designations were proposed to protect
scenic values, critical watersheds, wildlife, and cul-
tural resource values.

implementation

Approval of the plan would constitute formal des-
ignation of all proposed ACECs. A management
plan would be prepared for those ACECs that re-
quire more detailed planning to implement the man-
agement prescriptions identified in the Proposed
Plan.

All ACECs would be monitored periodically to de-
termine whether management actions were effec-
tive in protecting identified resource values. Adjust-
ments to the management of these areas would be
made as needed.

Consistency

Refer to the Cultural Resource, Visual Resource,
and Terrestrial Habitat Management sections for
discussions on consistency.

Effects

By designating six areas as ACECs, identified
fragile resources would be protected from resource
degradation. These benefits would be long term
and significant.

Visual Resource Management

Objectives

To maintain existing visual quality throughout the
resource area and protect unique and fragile re-
source values.

Proposed Management Actions

Visual resource management (VRM) classes
would be designated as shown on Map 3-13. Visual
resources on public land would be managed by the
objectives for each class. (VRM classes are defined
in the Glossary.) Table 3-14 shows the approximate
acreage within each class.

Table 3-14. Summary of Visual Resource
Management Classes

Percent
of
Class Acres Resource
Area
CIASS | reeererereeeeiemeessteser s sseesavessesennases 13,470 2
Class ..ot aiseerens 225,106 40
Class et erereaee et s 149,112 26
Class V..t cre s s sesessassanenes 176,690 31
Class V.t ere e sans 1,664 1

VRM classes range from Class |, which would
provide full protection for the visual resource, to
Class V, which includes areas so badly impacted
and disturbed that the sites require rehabilitation.
VRM classes are objectives that outline the amount
of disturbance an area can tolerate before it no
longer meets the objectives of that class. The ob-

. jectives for each class would be used to determine
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whether or not proposed management actions are
consistent with the class and to identify possible
mitigation measures.

Deep Creek and Bull Gulch would be designated
as areas of critical environmental concern and
managed under Class | objectives. The proposed
Thompson Creek Natural Environment Area would
also be managed under Class | objectives.

Some existing Class I areas would be changed
to Class Ill to allow resource management actions
such as timber harvesting and vegetation manipula-
tion. Some existing Class Ill areas would be
changed to Class IV to be consistent with develop-
ments on adjacent private lands.

No specific visual modifications would be identi-
fied for rehabilitation.

Rationale

Visual quality is of concern to most residents in
the resource area. The Proposed Plan was chosen
to provide special emphasis to the scenic quality
along the Interstate 70 and Highway 82 travel corri-
dors. Three additional areas—Deep Creek, Thomp-
son Creek, and Bull Gulch—were proposed for spe-

1t
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cial management to protect their outstanding scenic
qualities.

Support

Fire management support would be nezded for
management of natural fire in meeting the resource
objective and for the protection of unique and frag-
ile resources.

Implementation

All VRM classes would become effective upon
approval of the Proposed Plan. Proposed projects
would be evaluated to determine whether they were
compatible with the designated VRM class. Meas-
ures would be taken to mitigate adverse visual im-
pacts. Incompatible projects whose impacts could
not be mitigated would be rejected.

Approved projects would be monitored to ensure
compliance with mitigation measures, including re-
habilitation.

Consistency

The proposed management actions are consist-
ent with local land use plans and policies that place
value on the preservation of open space and
scenic quality.

Effects

Visual quality would be maintained through the
establishment of VRM classes. Unique and fragile
resource values would be maintained in Bull Guich,
Thompson Creek, and Deep Creek through special
management proposals.

Land Tenure Adjustments

Objective

To increase the overall efficiency and effective-
ness of public land management by identifying
public land for retention and disposal.

Proposed Management Actions

Two land tenure management zones would be
identified: retention and disposal (Map 3-14). The
retention zones would include public land where it
would be in the best interest of the public to retain
and manage the land. Within the retention zones,
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public land suitable for cooperative management
would be identified. Cooperative management
areas are parcels of public land that could be man-
aged more efficiently in conjunction with other gov-
ernment agencies. These areas could be managed
through cooperative agreements, memorandums of
understanding, or withdrawals. They also could be
exchanged with other government agencies if ex-
change would best meet management objectives
and public needs.

The disposal zones would include public land
where it would be in the best interest of the public

to dispose of land to (1) increase management effi--

ciency; (2) make land available for more intensive
use; and (3) serve the national interest. Public land
parcels in disposal zones that meet the consider-
ations for disposal (Appendix G, Disposal Zone
Considerations) would be identified for public sale.
Table 3-15 shows the acres identified under each
zone.

Table 3-15. Summary of Land Tenure Adjustments

Percent
Zone Acres Resgfurce

Area
Retention Zone.........ccceveeenciinnnnnnnnnennas 550,542 973
(Public Land Management) (487,762) (86.2)
(Cooperative Management) (62,780) (11.1)
Disposal ZONe........cccoceerurreerenecrrereerenseresens 15,500 2.7

Note: A total of 7,444 acres of crucial big game winter range,
identified under the Preferred Alternative (DEIS) for disposal, has
been placed in the retention zone under the Proposed Plan.
However, this public land would still be considered suitable for
exchange with or sale to the Colorado Division of Wildlife.

Appendix G shows the considerations used to
identify retention and disposal zones.

Rationale

The primary purpose of the Land Tenure Adjust-
ment Program is to provide for better management
of the resource area. This would be accomplished
by disposing of small and isolated tracts of land,
land that is difficult and uneconomic to manage,
and land better suited for more intensive use in pri-
vate ownership. Disposal and retention zones were
designated in the Proposed Plan to accomplish
this. If important resource values were present, an
area was usually included in a retention zone
(either under multiple use or cooperative manage-
ment). Public comments on the DEIS emphasized
the importance of retaining public land with impor-
tant resource values, particularly crucial big game
winter range. Therefore, larger parcels of crucial
winter range identified for disposal in the Preferred

ittt
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Alternative (DEIS) were identified in retention zones
in the Proposed Plan. In some instances, tracts
with resource values were identified for disposal
because their proximity to existing industrial, com-
mercial, or residential development was an indica-
tor of their potential for more intensive use. This
approach is consistent with current national policies
regarding the identification of land for disposal and
efficient management of public land.

Support

Support would be needed for conducting cadas-
tral surveys and appraisal reports to locate and es-
timate the value of public land identified for dispos-
al. '

Implementation

Upon plan approval, recommendations for land
tenure management zones would be adopted. The
considerations for zone delineation and manage-
ment are found in Appendix G.

Prior to conveyance of public land to private own-
ership, a disposal plan would be written. The plan
would determine the location, amount, timing and
conditions of sale for each parcel. The disposal
plan would be designed to complete the convey-
ances of disposal parcels within 5 years following
approval of the Proposed Plan. The disposal plan
would aggregate disposal parcels into geographic
sale areas. The disposal plan would analyze, by ge-
ographic area, fair market values, market condi-
tions, and site-specific impacts that would result
from the conveyance of the parcels. This analysis
would be used to determine the implementation
schedule for conveyances.

Consistency

The concept of identifying areas for retention,
disposal, and cooperative management is support-
ed by each of the affected counties. The counties
have voiced concerns over the manner in which
land would be disposed and have stressed the im-
portance of close coordination and notification prior
to sale. Many of the counties’ specific concerns
have been resolved or partially resolved through
the approach taken in the Proposed Plan.

The state of Colorado supports the concept of
identifying land suitable for sale and land suitable
for exchange. This approach was not used in the
Proposed Plan.

‘Effects

Disposal of 15,500 acres of public tand would

‘have adverse impacts on some local big game pop-

ulations through disposal of 7,386 acres of crucial

‘winter range. Forest products and livestock forage

would also be lost but would be insignificant. Man-
agement efficiency would be substantially im-
proved.

Off-Road Vehicle Management

Objective

To protect fragile and unique resource values
from damage by off-road vehicle (ORV) use and
provide ORV use opportunities where appropriate.

.Proposed Management Actions

Fragile and unique resources would be protected
from damage by motorized vehicle use. Some
areas would be designated closed to all motorized
vehicles while others would be designated limited
to certain types of motorized vehicle use or to cer-
tain seasons of use. An intensive use area would
be identified at a later date in the Parachute/Battle-
ment Mesa area if a suitable location could be

"identified.

Map 3-15 shows the locations of the ORV desig-
nations. Table 3-16 shows the acreage within each
designation. The designations would be in effect
year-round except for the seasonal limitations
shown on Map 3-15.

Table 3-16. Summary of Off-Road Vehicle

Designations
Percent of
Designation Acres Resource
Area

Closed 20,426 4
Limited! 152,001 27
Open 393,615 69
Intensive Use 2unknown | 2unknown

Note: Closures and limitations would not apply to federal,
state, and local law enforcement officers; members of organized
rescue or fire-fighting forces in the performance of official duties,
or persons with a permit specifically authorizing the otherwise

. prohibited use.
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!Includes existing roads and trails, designated roads and trails,
and seasonal limitations.
2L ocation not known at this time.
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Rationale

Areas were recommended as open to ORV use
when no special restrictions were needed to protect
resource values or where user conflicts or public
safety issues did not warrant limiting or prohibiting
ORYV use. Areas that possessed unique or fragile
resource values or where unrestricted ORV use
would be inconsistent with management objectives
were recommended to be closed or limited to ORV
use.

Support

No support would be needed.

Implementation

All ORV designations would become effective fol-
lowing approval of the Proposed Plan. An imple-
mentation plan would be prepared to define the
specific actions (for example, signs, barriers, and
identification of roads and trails on which use is al-
lowed in areas limited to designated roads and
trails) needed to implement the ORV decisions. No-
tices describing the ORV designations would be
published in the Federal Register and in local
newspapers. Maps showing the designations would
be printed and made available to the public.

Closed and limited areas would be monitored for
compliance with designations. Open and limited
areas would be monitored to ensure no unaccepta-
ble resource damage occurred. Additional restric-
tions would be placed on ORV use that causes un-
acceptable damage.

Consistency

The Proposed Plan would be consistent with the
1981 Travel Map for the White River National
Forest except in the Deep Creek and Hack Lake
areas where public land would be closed and adja-
cent national forest land is open or restricted.

Effects

In areas closed or limited to ORV use, fragile and
unique resource values would be protected. Be-
cause closures would be less than 4 percent of the
total public land in the resource area and ORV use
would not be completely eliminated in the limited
areas, the loss of ORV use opportunities would be
insignificant. Designating an area for intensive ORV
use would provide recreational ORV users an area
in which to recreate.
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Transportation Management

Objective

To provide access to public land in support of the
management objectives of other resource pro-
grams.

Proposed Management Actions

Additional miles of road and trail would be availa-
ble for public access. Easements for public access
also would be identified. These new access recom-
mendations would support other resource programs
such as recreation, wildlife, and forest manage-
ment. In some cases, this new public access would
involve new road or trail construction, but generally
existing roads and trails would be used.

Locations of existing and proposed roads and
trails and areas identified for easement acquisition
are shown on Map 3-16. A total of 258 miles of
road, 48 miles of trail, and 48 areas for easement
acquisition are proposed.

Rationale

Actions were proposed to support the proposals
and objectives of other resource programs.

Support

Cadastral survey for boundary determination and
corner identification would be necessary to accu-
rately plot easement locations. o

Implementation

Following approval of the Proposed Plan, a trans-
portation map would be prepared showing all exist-
ing public roads, BLM roads, and private roads that
provide access to public land.

Prior to implementation, a route analysis would
be conducted on each access proposal to identify
feasible routes. The route analysis would analyze
environmental impacts, user costs, safety, construc-
tion and maintenance costs, acquisition costs (if
applicable), suitability of soil and geology for con-
struction, and any other factors relevant to choos-
ing the best location. The District Manager would
select the final route using this analysis.

New road construction and road improvements
would comply with the road standards and designs
outlined in BLM policy Manual 9113. These stand-
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ards would provide for proper design and construc-
tion so that roads would be safe, adequate, and
would prevent or reduce undue damage to the envi-
ronment.

All right-of-way applications made by outside par-
ties for roads or trails would be reviewed and com-
pared with the transportation plan. Applications
compatible with identified access needs would re-
quire reciprocal easements across the applicant’s
land to provide access to public land.

As roads and trails were constructed, maintained,
or improved, all work would be monitored by BLM
personnel to ensure road standards were followed
and unnecessary impacts to the environment were
avoided.

The transportation system would be reviewed pe-
riodically, and any unneeded roads or trails would
be closed and rehabilitated, if necessary.

Consistency

Proposed roads and trails are consistent with the
transportation plans of Eagle, Garfield, and Pitkin
Counties and the White River National Forest.

Effects

A significant amount of new legal access would
be provided to nearly all large blocks of public land.
These would provide significant beneficial impacts
to resource programs relying on legal access to ac-
complish management objectives.

Utility and Communication Facility
Management

Objective

To respond, in a timely manner, to requests for
utility and communication facility authorizations on
pubiic land while considering environmental, social,
economic, and interagency concerns.

Proposed Management Actions

Public land would be designated suitable for con-
sideration, sensitive, and unsuitable for utility and
communication facility development as shown on
Map 3-17.

Table 3-17 lists the acres in each zone that
would be considered suitable for consideration,
sensitive, or unsuitable for the location of electric

ties, pipelines and related facilities, and communi-
cation facilities. Table 3-18 shows the resource
values that contributed to designation of these

~ Zones.

Table 3-17. Summary of Utility and Communication
Facility Designations

Percent
Designation Acres Resgt.lrce
Area
. Suitable.........cceveennen 443,993 78
Sensitive! ........ 101,293 18
Unsuitable 20,756 4

'Does not include acreage of visual resource management
Class |l areas shown on Visual Resource Management Map 3-

- 13 or public land along the Colorado River where location of
: public land is in question.

Rationale

The primary purpose of the Utilities and Commu-
nication Facilities Management section was to pro-
vide a framework for responding to requests for util-
ity and communication site facility authorizations on
public land. The approach taken under the Pro-
posed Plan was to identify areas where resources
are present that are sensitive to or incompatible
with construction of utility and communication facili-
ties. Sensitive zones and unsuitable zones were de-

" lineated to identify areas with fragile, unique, or re-

transmission and distribution lines and related facili- .
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strictive resource values (see Table 3-18). A big- .

horn sheep study area and areas of known occur-
rence of sensitive plant species were added to the
sensitive category under the Proposed Plan for
these reasons. Recreation sites, peregrine falcon
introduction areas, and bald eagle/blue heron high
use areas were changed from unsuitable under the
Preferred Alternative (DEIS) to sensitive under the
Proposed Plan. It was felt that this designation
would adequately protect these resource values
while allowing utilities in these areas when impacts
can be successfully mitigated.

Support

Engineering support would be needed for design
analysis of proposals. Appraisal support would be
needed for valuation of rights-of-way.

impiementation

Upon approval of the Proposed Plan, unsuitable,
sensitive, and suitable zones would become effec-
tive. The resource management plan would be pro-
vided to applicants for land use authorizations for

I
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Table 3-18. Resources Contributing to Ideritification of Management Zones for Utility and Communication

Facilities
Symbol on Map Value Present Designation
Wildlife
BE/BH Bald eagle/blue heron high-use areas, (nest, perch, and roost trees) Sensitive
SG Sage grouse strutting grounds Sensitive
SG Sage grouse winter-use and brood areas Sensitive
EC... Elk calving areas Sensitive
P Peregrine falcon introduction areas (proposed) Sensitive
R Raptor concentration areas Sensitive
AH Aquatic habitat Sensitive
Riparian areas (not shown on map) Sensitive
BS Bighorn sheep study area (proposed) Sensitive
RO River otter introduction area (proposed) Sensitive
Recreation
SPNM Primitive and semi-primitive non-motorized areas Sensitive
RS....... Recreation sites (existing and proposed) Sensitive
SRMA Special recreation management areas Sensitive
NEA Thompson Creek Natural Environmental Area (proposed) Unsuitable
PNV Primitive and natural values Unsuitable
Wilderness
WSA Wilderness study areas identified preliminarily suitable for wilderness Unsuitable
WSA Wilderness study areas recommended nonsuitable for wilderness will be managed under | Sensitive
BLM's /nterim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review
(December 1979)
Hydrology
GDF Glenwood Springs debris flow hazard zone Sensitive
MW Municipal watersheds Sensitive
Flood plains (not shown on map) Sensitive
Wetlands (not shown on map) Sensitive
Visual
Sensitive viewsheds, visual resource management Class | areas (consult the Visual | Unsuitable
Resource Management section and Map 3-13)
Sensitive viewsheds, visual resource management Class !l areas (consult the Visual | Sensitive
Resource Management section and Map 3-13)
Cuitural Values
BHAD Blue Hill Archaeological District Sensitive
Vegetation
SP Sensitive plant species, areas of known occurrence Sensitive

their use as a planning tool in designing their pro-
posed facilities.

The resource management plan would be used
as a primary reference in determining general loca-
tions for major utility systems. Applications for land
use authorizations would be compared with the
zones and then processed on a case-by-case basis
as outlined in BLM regulations.

Unsuitable Zones. Applications within unsuitable
zones would be rejected, except where valid exist-
ing rights require granting of authorization.

Sensitive Zones. Applications within sensitive
zones would be considered only if mitigation meas-
ures could reduce the potential impacts of the pro-
posal on the identified sensitive resource. All ap-
proved authorizations would include stipulations to
mitigate impacts to sensitive resources and site-
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specific impacts associated with the proposed fa-
cility. If impacts could not be mitigated, applications
would be approved in another suitable location or
rejected. In most cases, applicants would be en-
couraged to seek alternate locations where availa-
ble.

Suitable Zones. Applications for proposals within
suitable for consideration zones would be proc-
essed on a case-by-case basis as outlined in BLM
regulations. All approved authorizations would in-
clude stipulations to mitigate site-specific impacts
associated with the proposed facility. If site-specific
impacts could not be mitigated, applications would
be approved in another suitable location or reject-
ed.

In all zones, locations of proposals adjacent to
compatible existing facilities or upgrading of existing
tacilities would be encouraged.

B
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Description of the Proposed Pian

Consistency

The concept of identifying sensitive and unsuit-
able zones has received support from each of the
affected counties.

Effects

Identification of zones as unsuitable, sensitive,
and suitable for consideration would help utility
companies design proposals for land use authoriza-
tions. This practice would reduce processing costs
and increase efficiency. Those resource values
present in the unsuitable zones (Table 3-18) would
be protected from adverse impacts associated with
construction and operation of utility and communi-
cation facilities. Resource values in sensitive and
suitable zones would be protected through appro-
priate mitigation measures.

Fire Management

Objective

To reduce losses, complement resource manage-
ment objectives, and sustain the productivity of the
biological systems through fire management.

Proposed Management Actions

Three zones would be designated within the re-
source area for management of wildfire—fire exciu-
sion, fire management, and fire suppression.

In fire exclusion zones, immediate actions would
be taken to suppress all wildfires to protect re-
source values. In addition, hazard reduction proj-
ects and preventior: programs could be developed
to reduce the fire risk.

In fire management zones, wildfire could be used
as a management tool to maintain natural ecosys-
tems or manipulate vegetation types. Burning would
comply with BLM Manual Section 7723, Air Quality
Maintenance Requirements (see Appendix B).
Within this zone, detrimental and beneficial impacts
of fire would be considered. Those anticipated im-
pacts and the burning conditions would be used to
determine suppression techniques used to control
the fire.

In fire suppression zones, actions would be taken
to contain wildfire. Should a fire escape suppres-
sion ability, it would be managed to minimize envi-
ronmental damage and rehabilitation cost. Approxi-
mate locations of these zones are shown on Map
3-18. Table 3-19 shows the number of acres within
each zone.

Table 3-19. Summary of Proposed Management Zones

Percent
of
Zone Acres Resource
Area

Fire Exclusion Zone 25,280 4
Fire Management Zone 241,090 43
{Vegetation Manipulation Area) {217,790) |.ocverreecrennnns
(Ecosystem Maintenance Area) (23,300) |.oeovereenenee
Fire Suppression Zone 299,672 53

Rationale

Actions were proposed to support the proposals
and objectives of other resource programs.

Support

Support would be needed from the U. S. Forest
Service, Colorado State Forest Service, BLM’'s
Western Slope Fire Operation’s Office, and local
fire districts for presuppression and suppression
planning and equipment.
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Implementation

Upon approval of the Proposed Plan, fire man-
agement plans would be written for the fire man-
agement zones. Specific bdundaries of the zones
and fire prescriptions would be identified to meet
the objectives of the management zone and re-
source values within the zone.

Consistency

Proposed actions are consistent with U. S. Forest
Service and BLM policies. They were discussed
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with the Colorado State Forest Service and the fire
chiefs from the fire protection districts within the re-
source area and were favorably received.

Effects

By specifying where fire is wanted and unwanted,
time and money would not be spent fighting benefi-
cial fires. Moreover, some resources would benefit
from fire.

SUMMARY OF ACTIONS IN
SPECIFIC GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

This section is included to give the reader a
better understanding of the overall management
proposed in a selected number of geographic areas
located within the Glenwood Springs Resource
Area. In most cases, these areas include fragile
and unique resource values which require special
management consideration. They are a focal point
for management resulting in a large number of
overlapping proposals.

Following is a summary by geographic area of
the proposals recommended in the Proposed Plan.
The locations of these areas are shown on Figure
3-1.

Lower Colorado River Cooperative
Management Area

The lower Colorado River cooperative manage-
ment area is an area of scattered public land along
the Colorado River which includes high value wild-
life habitat for bald eagles, great blue heron,
Canada geese, and other species reliant on riparian
habitats. The area is characterized by numerous
man made intrusions mostly associated with sand
and gravel developments and highway construction.
Development pressures appear to be increasing in
this area due to new highway construction, oil shale
support facilities, and housing developments. The
management emphasis in this area would be the
protection of important wildlife and riparian habitat
values.

Proposals

® Management emphasis would be given to the
protection of important wildlife and riparian
values on public land (see Chap. 3, Terrestrial
Habitat Management).
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® The area would be identified for cooperative
management with the Colorado Division of
Wildlife (see Chap. 3, Terrestrial Habitat Man-
agement).

® The area would be designated as sensitive for
utility and communication facilities (see Chap.
3, Utility and Communication Facility Manage-
ment).

@ The area would be placed in a semi-urban recre-
ation opportunity spectrum (ROS) class (see
Appendix E, DEIS).

® The area would be managed consistent with the
visual resource management (VRM) Class I
(retention of the landscape character) and |l
(partial retention of the landscape character)
objectives (see Chap. 3, Visual Resource Man-
agement).

® The area would be designated as an area of criti-
cal environmental concern (ACEC) for the pro-
tection of wildlife and riparian values (see
Chap. 3, Areas of Critical Environmental Con-
cern).

@ The mining of gravel would be allowed on public
land when the operation has no significant ad-
verse impacts on riparian and wildlife values or
when the residual impact is beneficial to aquat-
ic or riparian values.

Glenwood Springs Debris Flow Hazard
Zone

The debris flow hazard zone consists of the
upper watershed areas, the steep mountain guich-
es, and the debris fans that ring the city of Glen-
wood Springs and the unincorporated area of West
Glenwood Springs. Debris flows in this area usually
occur from intense summer thunderstorms of short
duration. Runoff concentrates in the upper water-
shed areas, passes over the cliffs and down the
steep mountain gulches above the developed areas
where it accumulates large quantities of debris (soil,
rock, tree trunks, and other debris), and then flows
out onto the debris fans upon which much develop-
ment has occurred. The result is risk to life and
damage to structures. Much of the public land lies
within the upper watershed areas that are a source
of a majority of the runoff but little of the debris.
This land is used primarily for grazing and recrea-
tion; these uses are expected to continue into the
future. It also contains crucial winter range for deer.
The vegetation is characterized by pinyon-juniper,
mountain brush, and grassiand. The management
emphasis would be directed toward the stabilization
of the watersheds surrounding the city of Glenwood
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Springs to reduce the likelihood and severity of
debris flow incidents.

Proposals

® The zone would be designated as sensitive for
utility and communication facilities (see Chap.
3, Utility and Communication Facility Manage-
ment).

® The zone would be placed in urban and semi-
urban ROS classes (see Appendix E, DEIS).

® The majority of this zone would be managed
consistent with the VRM Class [l (retention of
the landscape character) objectives (see Chap.
3, Visual Resource Management).

® Off-road vehicle (ORV) use would be limited to

designated roads and trails (see Chap. 3, Off-

Road Vehicle Management).

@ Surface facilities for oil and gas production would
be prohibited in this zone.

® The zone would be designated as a fire exclu-
sion zone (see Chap. 3, Fire Management).

@ Livestock use would be limited to light grazing
(see Chap. 3, Critical Watershed Areas).

® The zone would be designated as an ACEC for
the protection of the watershed above the city
of Glenwood Springs (see Chap. 3, Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern).

® No timber management would be allowed within
the zone.

® No vegetation manipulations for the benefit of
wildlife or livestock are permitted within the
zone.

Rifle and New Castle Municipal
Watersheds

Municipal watersheds are the drainages from
which municipalities derive their domestic water
supplies. Two municipal watersheds occur partly on
public land in the resource area. Beaver Creek
south of Rifle is the municipal watershed for the
town of Rifle. Approximately 7 percent of the water-
shed is public land with the remainder either private
or national forest land. The public land has been
used primarily for grazing in the past; this should
continue to be its primary use in the future. East
Elk Creek provides the town of New Castle with its
water supply. Land status is approximately 20 per-
cent public land with the remainder again either pri-
vate or national forest land. The public land in this
watershed has also been used historically for live-
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stock grazing, but it also contains a large oakbrush
acreage which is potentially valuable as fuelwood.
This drainage is also crucial winter range for deer
and elk. The management emphasis would be the
protection of these watersheds to prevent further
resource degradation which would result in de-
creased water quality.

Proposals

® The areas would be designated as sensitive for
utility and communication facilities (see Chap.
3, Utility and Communication Facility Manage-
ment).

® The Rifle area would be placed in a roaded-natu-
ral ROS class and the New Castle area into
semi-primitive motorized and roaded natural
ROS classes (see Appendix E, DEIS).

@® The mineral restriction no surface facilities for oil
and gas would be placed on the areas.

@ The areas would be designated as fire exclusion
zones (see Chap. 3, Fire Management).

® The Rifle area would be managed under VRM
Class Il (retention of the landscape character)
and [l (partial retention of the landscape char-
acter) objectives while the New Castle area
would be managed under Class Il and IV
(modification of the landscape character) (see
Chap. 3, Visual Resource Management).

® ORV use would be limited to designated roads
and trails (see Chap. 3, Off-Road Vehicle Man-
agement).

@ With the exception of a small fuelwood area
within the New Castle municipal watershed, no
timber management would be allowed.

@® No vegetation manipulations for wildlife, live-
stock, or sawtimber management would be
permitted within the areas. One stand of
pinyon-juniper in the Rifle watershed is suitable
for management.

Deep Creek

Deep Creek Canyon is a narrow steep-walled
canyon that contains geological, ecological, and
scenic resources of high value. This area contains
the only primitive ROS setting on public land in the
resource area. In conjunction with the portion of the
canyon on national forest fand, the area provides
excellent opportunities for primitive types of recrea-
tion in a natural environment. Proposals would em-
phasize the management of this area to protect its
important recreational, scenic, and natural values.
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Proposals

@ The area would be designated as unsuitable for
utility and communication facilities (see Chap.
3, Utility and Communication Facility Manage-
ment).

® The area would be closed to ORV use (see
Chap. 3, Off-Road Vehicle Management).

® The area would be restricted from mineral devel-

opment as follows: no surface facilities for oil .

and gas, no mineral sales, and no mineral lo-
cation.

@ The area would be designated as an ACEC for
the protection of high quality visual values (see
Chap. 3, Areas of Critical Environmental Con-
cern).

® The area would be placed in primitive and semi-
primitive non-motorized ROS classes (see Ap-
pendix E, DEIS).

@® The area would be managed consistent with the
VRM Class | (preservation of the landscape

character) objectives (see Chap. 3, Visual Re- .

source Management).

@ The area would be designated as a fire manage-
ment zone-ecosystem maintenance area (see
Chap. 3, Fire Management).

® The area would be identified as a recreation

management area (see Glossary).

® The area would be identified as a potential per-
egrine falcon introduction site.

® No timber management would be allowed.

® No vegetation manipulations would be permitted

for livestock or wildlife management.

Hack Lake

The Hack Lake area is a densely forested block
of public land adjacent to national forest land that
possesses high recreational, scenic, wildlife, and
cultural values. Hack Lake provides potential habi-
tat for the state threatened and endangered Colo-
rado River cutthroat trout. The historic Ute Trail
passes through the area and provides access to
the Flat Tops Wilderness. The area provides oppor-
tunities for primitive types of recreation, mainly
hunting, camping, and fishing, in a natural setting.
Management emphasis would be directed toward
the protection of important recreational, natural,
and primitive values.
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Proposals

® The area would be designated as unsuitable for
utility and communication facilities (see Chap.
3, Utility and Communication Facility Manage-
ment).

® The area would be closed to ORV use (see
Chap. 3, Off-Road Vehicle Management).

® The mineral restriction no surface facilities for oil
and gas would be placed on the area.

@ Ten acres of the area would be proposed as suit-
able for wilderness designation. (Pending Con-
gressional decision, the area would be man-
aged under BLM Wilderness Interim Manage-
ment Guidelines. If the area was designated, it
would be closed to all forms of mineral entry. If
it was not designated, the 10 acres would be
managed under the other recommendations
proposed for the area listed here.) (See Chap.
3, Wilderness Management.)

@ Management of Colorado River cutthroat trout
would be proposed in Hack Lake.

® The area would be placed in a semi-primitive
non-motorized ROS class (see Appendix E,
DEIS).

@® The area would be managed consistent with the
VRM Class |l (retention of the landscape char-
acter) objectives (see Chap. 3, Visual Re-
source Management).

@® Hack Lake would be identified as a recreation
management area (see Glossary).

® The area would include a proposal to maintain
the Ute Trail (see Map 3-10).

@ The area would be designated as a fire manage-
ment zone-ecosystem maintenance area (see
Chap. 3, Fire Management).

® No timber management would be permitted
within the area.

@ No vegetation manipulations for livestock or wild-
~ life would be permitted in this area.

Bull Guich

The Bull Gulch area is a large block of public
land which contains geological, ecological, scenic,
wildlife, and primitive recreation values. The strati-
fied cliffs are a scenic backdrop for the upper Colo-
rado River corridor. A relict community of ponder-
osa pine is within the area. Wildlife values include
nesting and perching sites for raptors and big game
winter range. The area provides excellent opportu-
nities for hiking, camping, and hunting, but use is
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currently limited by the lack of good physical and
legal public access. Management of this area would
emphasize the protection of important recreational,
scenic, natural, and primitive values.

Proposals

@® The area would be designated as unsuitable for
utility and communication facilities (see Chap.
3, Utility and Communication Facility Manage-
ment).

® Nine thousand seven hundred seventy-eight
(9,778) acres of the area would be proposed
suitable for wilderness designation. (Pending
Congressional decision, the area would be
managed under BLM Wilderness Interim Man-
agement Guidelines. If the area was designat-
ed, it would be closed to all forms of mineral
entry. If it was not designated, the 9,778 acres
would be managed under the other recommen-
dations proposed for the area listed here. (See
Chap. 3, Wilderness Management).

® The area would be placed in a semi-primitive
non-motorized ROS class (see Appendix E,
DEIS).

® The area would be managed consistent with the
VRM Class | (preservation of the landscape
character) objectives (see Chap. 3, Visual Re-
source Management).

® The area would be designated as an ACEC for
the protection of visual values (see Chap. 3,
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern).

@® The area would be identified as a recreation
management area (see Glossary).

@ If the area was not designated wilderness, the
entire area with the exception of one split
estate section would be managed under the
minerals restriction closed to oil and gas leas-

ing.

@® The area would contain a proposal to establish a
semi-developed recreation site at Jack Flats
for primitive camping (see Map 3-10).

® The 'area would be closed to ORV use (see
Chap. 3, Off-Road Vehicle Management).

® The area would be designated as a fire manage-
ment zone-ecosystem maintenance area (see
Chap. 3, Fire Management).

@ No timber management would be allowed.

@ No vegetation manipulations for livestock or wild-
life management would be permitted in this
area.
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Castle Peak

The Castle Peak area is a large block of public
land that possesses a number of resource values
including commerical timber, wildlife habitat, live-
stock grazing, scenery, and recreational opportuni-
ties for hunting, hiking, camping, snowmobiling, and
cross-country skiing. The area contains a large
volume of dead and downed timber because of a
spruce beetle infestation in the 1950s. Public use of
the area is currently limited because of the lack of
legal public access. The management of this area
would be directed toward the protection of impor-
tant scenic and natural values while providing for
the economic harvest of timber resources.

Proposals

® The area would be designated as sensitive for
utility and communication facilities (see Chap.
3, Utility and Communication Facility Manage-
ment).

® The Wilderness Study Area situated within this
area would be proposed as nonsuitable for wil-
derness designation (see Chap. 3, Wilderness
Management).

® Fisheries management would be proposed on
three streams and one lake within the area
(see Chap. 3, Aquatic Habitat Management).

® The area would contain proposals for manage-
ment of riparian habitat for waterfowl (see Map
3-6).

® The area would contain the Castle Peak Forest
Management Unit identified for intensive timber
management (see Chap. 3, Forest Manage-
ment).

® The area would be placed in a semi-primitive mo-
torized ROS class (see Appendix E, DEIS).

® The area would be managed consistent with the
VRBM Class i (retention of the landscape char-
acter) and Class Ill (partial retention of the
landscape character) objectives (see Chap. 3,
Visual Resource Management).

@ ORV use would be limited to designated roads
and trails (see Chap. 3, Off-Road Vehicle Man-
agement).

® The area would be designated as a fire manage-
ment zone-vegetation manipulation area (see
Chap. 3, Fire Management). ’

® The area would contain proposals for vegetation
manipulation projects for livestock and wildlife.
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Thompson Creek

Thompson Creek Canyon is a narrow, steep-

walled, forested canyon that contains outstanding -

geological, cultural, natural, and scenic values. The
public land has been proposed as a natural envi-
ronment area because of these values. The area
has a high interpretive potential and has been iden-
tified by several local schools as well suited for en-
vironmental education opportunities. At the present
time, lack of legal public access through private
land at the eastern end of the canyon prevents full
utilization of the area by the public. Management
emphasis would be the protection of scenic, geo-
logic, recreational, and primitive values.

Proposals

® The area would be designated as unsuitable for
utility and communication facilities (see Chap.
3, Utility and Communication Facility Manage-
ment).

@ The area would be designated as a natural envi-
ronment area (see Chap. 3, Recreation Re-
source Management).

® The area would be closed to ORV use (see
Chap. 3, Off-Road Vehicle Management).

@® The area would contain minerals restrictions as
follows: interior—closed to mineral sales, oil
and gas leasing, and mineral location; periph-
ery—no surface facilities for oil and gas, no
mineral sales, and no mineral location.

® The area would be placed in a semi-primitive
non-motorized ROS class (see Appendix E,
DEIS). '

® The area would be managed consistent with the

VRM Class | (preservation of the landscape
character) objectives (see Chap. 3, Visual Re-
source Management).

@® The area would contain proposals to develop
three new trailheads for recreation use (see
Map 3-10).

® The area would contain a proposal to develop a
foottrail along north Thompson Creek (see
Map 3-10).

® The area would be designated as a fire manage-

" ment zone-ecosystem maintenance area (see .

Chap. 3, Fire Management).
@ No timber management would be allowed.

@ No vegetation manipulations for livestock or wild-
life management would be permitted in this
area.
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Upper Colorado River Special
Recreatiorn Management Area

The upper Colorado River between State Bridge
and Dotsero is a highly scenic river corridor which
is the most intensively used recreation area in the
resource area. It is used primarily for floatboating
and fishing. Along with the segment within the
Kremmling Resource Area between Pumphouse
and State Bridge, the special recreation manage-
ment area receives the second largest amount of
floatboating use of the ten major floatboating rivers
in Colorado and generates 19 percent of the total
whitewater boating expenditure in the state. The
scattered public land is important for access to the
river. The proposals would emphasize the protec-
tion of scenic and natural values associated with
whitewater floatboating.

Proposals

@ The area would be designated as sensitive for
utility and communication facilities (see Chap.
3, Utility and Communication Facility Manage-
ment).

© No vegetation manipulations for livestock or wild-
life management would be permitted in this
area.

© The area would contain several proposals for
fisheries habitat management (see Chap. 3,
Aquatic Habitat Management).

@ The area would be placed in a roaded natural
ROS class (see Appendix E, DEIS).

@ The majority of the area would be managed con-
sistent with the VRM Class Il (retention of the
landscape character) objectives (see Chap. 3,
Visual Resource Management).

® The area would contain a proposal for a river
access site at Twin Bridge (see Map 3-10).

® The area would contain several proposals for
semi-developed recreation sites (see Map 3-
10).

® Vegetation manipulations for livestock and wild-
life would be allowed if the projects are not vi-
sually distractive to the area.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

Table 3-20 compares the Proposed Plan with the
Preferred Alternative (DEIS). The Proposed Plan is
described only to the extent that it differs from the
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Preferred Alternative. The comparative analysis for  the other alternatives is located in the DEIS and
can be used in conjunction with this table.

Table 3-20. Comparative Analysis

l

Preferred Alternative

Proposed Plan

Air Quality Management

If the State of Colorado reclassified the areas recommended as | Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS) except air quality standards

suitable for wilderness designation, air quality standards would
change from Class Il to Class | on 340 acres in two wilderness
study areas (WSAs), thus protecting existing wilderness values.
This change would have no significant impact on other re-
source programs in these areas.

Air quality would deteriorate for the short term during implementa-
tion of vegetation manipulation projects, especially burning.

would change from Class Il to Class | on 70,178 acres in three
WSAs, protecting existing wilderness values.

Soils

Vegetation manipulations proposed by forestry, water yield, and | Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS) except no water yield

range and wildlife projects would increase erosion in the short
term. Road construction in support of timber and mineral oper-
ations would also increase erosion.

Long-term decreases in erosion would be expected from in-
creased ground cover in vegetation manipulation areas and off-
road vehicle (ORV) restrictions on 166,000 acres. Long-term
increases in erosion would be expected in one intensive ORV
use area.

projects would be proposed.

Water Quality Management

In the long term, the existing quality of water originating on public | Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS) except four areas would be

land in the resource area would be maintained or improved by
including water quality improvement features into other program
proposals to the extent possible. In the short term, insignificant
declines in water quality would occur from vegetation manipula-
tion proposals, timber and woodland harvest, and mineral de-
velopment. These declines wouid be minimized by including
mitigation measures in the projects, by monitoring to ensure
that state water quality guidelines and 208 plan sediment
thresholds were not exceeded, and by recommending remedial
actions if necessary. In two areas, the source of existing water
quality problems and the feasibility of reducing them would be
evaluated. If management is feasible, some improvements to
water quality could occur. In the long term, increased cover in
vegetation manipulation areas and in areas with ORV limitations
would likely reduce sediment and salinity in local streams to a
minor degree (see Map 3-1).

evaluated to determine water quality problems.

Water Yield Management

Water yield would increase by 7,200 to 9,900 acre-feet per year | Water yield would increase ranging from 285 to 1,760 acre-feet

from water yield treatments in aspen areas, timber harvesting,
and range and wildlife vegetation manipulations throughout the
resource area. These figures represent a 6 fo 9 percent in-
crease over existing water yield from public land in the resource
area.

per year, depending on the extent to which design features that
increase water yield could be incorporated into other resource
programs. Water yield increases would be expected from timber
and woodland (aspen) harvesting and vegetation manipulations
for wildlife and livestock in mountain brush areas. The water
yield increase would be reached after approximately 5 years of
implementation of the recommendations in the Proposed Plan.
This increase represents a .3 fo 1.6 percent increase over the
existing yield from public land in the resource area.

Critical Watershed Areas

Conditions in debris flow hazard areas would improve by placing | Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS).

restrictions on other activities, by managing as an area of
critical environmental concern, and from recommendations in
the Glenwood Springs Debris Flow Study. Conditions in munici-
pal watersheds would probably be maintained by placing re-
strictions on other activities. Existing conditions in erosion
hazard areas would be maintained by limiting off-road vehicle
use to existing roads and trails.
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Table 3-20. Comparative Analysis—Continued

Preferred Alternative

Proposed Plan

Minerals Management

Closing 98,852 acres to mineral location, 42,344 acres to oil and | Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS) except 56,430 acres would

gas surface facility location, 55,770 acres to oil and gas leasing,
and 77,552 acres to mineral sales would reduce by a like
amount the number of acres available to mineral exploration
and development. These reductions could adversely affect the
minerals industry in the long term. Valuable resources such as
wilderness, recreation, public water reserves, municipal water-
sheds, water quality, and scenery would be protected.

be closed to to mineral location, 10,738 acres would be closed
to to oil and gas leasing, 44,874 acres would be closed to oil
and gas surface facilities, and 76,534 acres would be closed to

. to mineral sales.

Aquatic Habitat Management

Aquatic habitat on 60 miles of stream and 2 lakes, including 31.9 | Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS) except that 74 miles of

miles and 2 surface acres of threatened Colorado River cut-
throat trout habitat, would improve. Seventy-five (75) miles of
stream and 74 surface acres of lakes would be monitored.
Long-term decreases in sediment resulting from vegetation
manipulation practices would improve aquatic habitat condi-
tions.

Twenty-five (25) miles of stream habitat would become legally
accessible, improving fishing and management opportunities.

Overall insignificant short-term adverse impacts would result from
increased sediment from vegetation manipuiation projects.

" streams and 74 surface acres of lakes would be monitored.

Terrestrial Habitat Management

Manipulating vegetation on 78,440 acres over a 10-year period | Manipulating vegetation on 79,840 acres over a 20-year period

would improve habitat conditions for wildlife.

- would improve habitat conditions for wildlife.

Possible introductions of sage and sharptail grouse, turkey, per- | Possible introductions of sage and sharptail grouse, turkey, per-

egrine falcon, and river otter would increase or stabilize declin-
ing populations and increase hunting and viewing opportunities.
Initial forage allocation would allow a 27 percent decline in
existing big game populations. Vegetation manipulations to

egrine falcon, and river otter would increase or stabilize declin-
ing populations and increase hunting and viewing opportunities.
A portion of the Grand Hogback would be identified as a
bighorn sheep study area.

increase forage would allow a 7 percent decline in existing big | Initial forage allocation would allow a 2.4 percent increase in

game populations. These allocations would be 38 percent and
27 percent short, respectively, of meeting Colorado Division of
Wildlife goals.

An October 15 cut off date for livestock grazing on most of the
crucial winter range and a November 15 cut off date on the

existing big game populations. Vegetation manipulations to
increase forage would allow a 76.6 percent increase in existing
big game populations. These allocations would be 20.3 percent
and 9 percent short, respectively, of meeting Colorado Division
of Wilidlife goals.

remaining winter and summer range would benefit big game on | An October 15 cut off date for livestock grazing on most of the

53 grazing allotments throughout the resource area through
reduced competition.

crucial winter range and a November 15 cut off date on the
remaining winter and summer range would benefit big game on

' 83 grazing allotments throughout the resource area through

reduced competition.

Livestock Grazing Management

Overall range condition and forage production could improve { Overall range condition and forage production could improve

through management. The initial forage allocation of 37,852
animal-unit months (AUMSs) would be 1 percent greater than the

_ existing use. Vegetation manipulations on 713 allotments total-
ing 29,800 acres would increase livestock forage production by
12,998 AUMSs for a total allocation of 50,850 AUMs. This would
be a 36 percent increase over existing use and would be 77
percent short of meeting the goal of the alternative (active
preference).

through management. The initial forage allocation of 37,852
AUMs would be 1 percent greater than the existing use. Vege-
tation manipulations on 98 allotments tolaling 27,800 acres
would increase livestock forage production by 72,742 AUMs for
a total allocation of 50,594 AUMs. This wouid be a 35 percent
increase over existing use and would be 77 percent short of
meeting the goal of the alternative (active preference).

Vegetation

Approximately 8,000 acres per year could be modified by various | Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS) except approximately 4,000

management actions resulting in short-term. reduced ground
cover and surface disturbance. Adverse impacts would be
locally significant. In the long term, ground cover would in-
crease and impacts would be insignificant. Long-term overall
changes in vegetation-type distribution would be insignificant
because of the large diversity of vegetation throughout the
resource area.

acres per year could be modified.
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Table 3-20. Comparative Analysis—Continued

Preferred Alternative

Proposed Plan

Forest Management

Intensive forest management on 17,905 acres of productive forest
land and 58,555 acres of woodland would result in increased
forest productivity, revenues, and stand health and vigor. The
annual allowable harvest would be 1.8 million board feet of
sawtimber and 3,535 cords of pinyon-juniper.

Intensive forest management on 17,905 acres of commercial

forest land (productive forest land) and 82,470 acres of wood-
land would result in increased forest productivity, revenues, and
stand health and vigor. The annual allowable harvest would be
1.8 million board feet of sawtimber, 3,535 cords of pinyon-
juniper, and 2,930 cords of aspen and subaipine fir.

Recreation Resource Management

Existing recreational facilities would be maintained as would rec-
reational values in Thompson Creek, Hack Lake, Bull Guich,
and Deep Creek. Twenly-four (24) additional facilities would be
developed to help accommodate existing and future demand.
Providing public access to several areas with high recreational
values would moderately increase recreational use.

Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS) except 23 additional facili-

ties would be developed to help accommodate existing and
future demand. (Note: The Burns site is no longer available for
purchase as a river access site.)

Social and Economic Conditions

The net economic impact of this alternative would be negative
and small. A decrease in forage available to big game could
yield an eventual decrease of $1.5 million in personal income.
This would reduce area income by about Y2 of 1 percent
resource area wide. The income reduction associated with
reduced wildlife-related recreation expenditures would be sig-
nificant because it would largely occur in the fall—traditionally a
slow economic period. Some of that reduction would be offset
by increased income brought about by expanded sales of
timber and fuelwood. Although the net change in livestock
forage allocations would be minimal, several ranching oper-
ations could see significant changes in their net revenue. Sales
of public land could generate up to $72.5 million in federal
revenues.

The net economic impact of this alternative wo'uld be positive and

small. An increase in forage available to big game could yield
an eventual increase of $1 million in personal income. This is
less than Y2 of 1 percent of total personal income resource
area wide. But, it would be significant because it would largely
occur in the traditionally slow fall period and because it would
focus on those sectors that provide services to hunters. Further
income growth would be brought about by expanded sales of
timber and fuelwood. Although the net change in livestock
forage allocation would be minimal, several ranching operations
would see significant changes in their net revenue. Sales of
public land could generate up to $70.5 million in federal rev-
enues.

Cultural Resource Management

The Blue Hill Archaeological District and high-value sites would be
protected. Projects would be inventoried for cultural resources
prior to project approval. Measures would be taken to protect
any cultural resources found. New information would become
available as a result of these inventories.

Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS).

Paleontologlcai Resource Management

Projects would be inventoried for paleontological resources in
Class | areas prior to project approval. Measures would be
taken to protect any paleontological resources found. New
paleontological information would become available as a result
of these inventories.

Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS).

Wilderness Managemént

Wilderness values on 340 acres in two wilderness study areas

(WSAs) would be preserved. -Wilderness values on 30,290
acres would be adversely affected by nondesignation. A total of
13,550 acres (primarily in Hack Lake and Bull Gulch) adversely
affected by nondesignation would be managed through other
resource programs to protect existing natural values.

Wilderness values on 710,718 acres in three WSAs would be

preserved. Wilderness values on 79,876 acres would be ad-
versely affected by nondesignation. A total of 3,350 acres in
Hack Lake adversely affected by nondesignation would be
managed through other resource programs to protect existing
natural values. ]

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs)

Four areas totaling 20,037 acres, 12 streams totaling 31.9 miles,
and one lake of 2 surface acres would be designated -as
ACECs to protect fragile and unique resource values.

SFive areas would be designated as ACECs to protect fragile and

unique resource values. Those streams and lakes identified in
the Preferred Alternative (DEIS) would not be designated as
ACECs under the Proposed Plan.
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Table 3-20. Comparative Analysis—Continued

Preferred Alternative

Proposed Plan

Visual Resource Management

Existing visual quality would be maintained on 92 percent of the
resource area. Visual quality would be reduced on 8 percent of
the resource area because of vegetation manipulation and
adjacent land use. Impacts of these visual quality changes
would be minimal as they are not within major viewsheds. Two
areas with high visual quality—Bull Guich and Deep Creek—
would be protected as ACECs.

Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS) except Bull Gulch and Deep
Creek would be designated visual resource management (VRM)
Class I. Thompson Creek Natural Environment Area also would
be upgraded to VRM Class 1.

Land Tenure Adjustments

Two zones were identified to guide land tenure adjustments:
disposal and rentention. The acreage proposed in disposal
zones totals 23,245 acres of both small and moderate-sized
isolated parcels. Of this acreage, 12,220 acres would be given
preference for exchange rather than sale.

Same as the Preferred Alternative (DEIS) except the acreage
proposed in disposal zones totals 75500 acres of primarily
small, isolated parcels. No acreage would be given preference
for sale or exchange.

Off-Road Vehicle Management

Restrictions on off-road vehicle (ORV) use on 172,427 acres
would protect fragile and unique resource values. Because
closures are less than 4 percent of the total public land in the
resource area (20,4267) and ORV use would not be completely
eliminated in the limited areas, the loss of ORV use opportuni-
ties would be insignificant. Designating an area for intensive
ORV use would provide recreational ORV users an area in
which to recreate.

Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS) except a small amount of
acreage in the limited ORV category would be changed from
existing roads and trails to designated roads and trails.

Transportation Management

Additional public access would be provided to the most demand-
ed public land areas on approximately 43 miles of road and 48
miles of trail. Fifty (50) easements would also be acquired. This
would significantly improve use of public land. Road conditions
would be improved on existing substandard roads. Restrictions
on ORV use on 172,427 acres would protect sensitive resource
values significantly and insignificantly limit ORV opportunities.

Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS) except approximately 47
miles of road and 48 easements would provide additional
access to the most demanded public land areas. The miles of
trail (48 miles) would be the same under both alternatives.

Utility and Communication Facility Management

Three classifications would be identified to guide the management
of utility and communications facilities: unsuitable, sensitive,
and suitable for consideration. Under this alternative, 22,673
acres would be identified as unsuitable and 85,170 acres would
be identified as sensitive to the locations of facilities.

Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS) except 20,756 acres would
be identified as unsuitable and 707,293 acres would be identi-
fied as sensitive to the locations of facilities.

Fire Management

Three classifications would be identified to guide the management
of wildfire in the resource area: fire exclusion, fire management,

and fire suppression. Management zones would provide direc-

tion in using fire as a management tool to help accomplish
other resource objectives. Under this alternative, 73,380 acres
would be identified as fire exclusion zones, 779,840 acres
would be identified in fire management zones, and 372,822
acres would be included in fire suppression zones.

Same as Preferred Alternative (DEIS) except 25,090 acres would
be identified as fire exclusion zones and 247,090 acres would
be identified in fire management zones. The 299,672 acres of
fire suppression zones would remain the same under this
alternative.
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CHAPTER 4

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

INTRODUCTION

Chapter 4 contains a general description of the re-
sources that would be affected by the proposed
management actions in Chapter 3. Additional infor-
mation is available in the Glenwood Springs Re-
source Area office. Geology, topography, and noise
would not be affected by the proposed manage-
ment actions and are therefore not described in
this environmental impact statement. Prime and
unique farmlands also are not described because
none exist on pukiic land in the resource area.

SETTING

The Glenwood Springs Resource Area is located
in west central Colorado. It is bordered on the north
and east by the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) Craig District and White River National
Forest, on the south by the White River and Grand
Mesa National Forests and the BLM Grand Junc-
tion Resource Area, and on the west by the BLM
Grand Junction Resource Area.

The area lies primarily within Garfield, Eagle, and
Pitkin Counties with smaller parts in Routt and
Mesa Counties. Approximately 1,280,000 acres of
public, state, and private lands lie within the re-
source area houndaries. Of this total, 566,042
acres are administered by the BLM. Figure 4-1
shows the percentage of land within each owner-
ship.

The BLM administers the minerals on all public
land and approximately 206,290 acres underlying
non-public land.

Because of the wide variations in elevation and
topography within the resource area, the climate is
extremely variable.

The Colorado River runs through the resource
area and together with the Roaring Fork and Eagle
Rivers provides the major drainage. Terrain is very
rugged and is characterized by many high peaks,
ridges, and side valleys. Mean annual temperature
ranges from 40 degrees at Aspen to 47 degrees at
Rifle. The growing season (at 32 degrees) varies
between 70 days in Eagle to 138 days in Glenwood
Springs, with much shorter growing seasons in the

FIGURE 4-1

54% PRIVATE

2% STATE

44% PUBLIC

LAND OWNERSHIP
IN THE GLENWOOD SPRINGS RESOURCE AREA

high mountains. This information reflects only the
stations with available data; the high mountains are
much colder (Pedco 1981).

The relatively low annual average total precipita-
tion ranges from less than 12 to more than 30
inches. Annual snowfall averages from 42 inches in
Rifle to 140 inches in Aspen. The number of days
with greater than 1 inch of snow on the ground

~ averages annually between 48.3 to 217.2 days with
_ an average April mountain snowpack depth of 24 to
58 inches (again showing the great variation be-
- tween the lower western valleys and the higher
~ mountains). Hail is relatively infrequent in this re-
~ source area; the highest annual average number of

days of hail (5.8) occurs at Independence Pass
(Pedco 1981).

Winds measured at Aspen and Rifle typify the

- channeling and mountain vailey flows experienced

in the resource area. In areas such as Aspen,
Snowmass, and Eagle, nighttime cooling often
leads to very stable air and inhibited mixing and
transport in the valleys. Dispersion potential im-
proves farther west and at the ridge and mountain
tops, especially during winter-spring weather transi-

- tion periods and summertime convective heating
"~ (Pedco 1981).
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AIR QUALITY

The Glenwood Springs Resource Area lies within
Colorado Air Quality Control Regions 11 and 12.

Four state-operated monitoring stations at Rifle,
Glenwood Springs, Aspen, and Vail measure total
suspended particulates within these regions (Table
4-1).

Table 4-1. Selected Total Suspended Particulate Data
(in micrograms per cubic meter)
. Sec-
Number Anarl’”' lezst ond
Station/Period Obsc(’-:frva- n?eetq- hour hz:L;r
tions ric | Maxi- | pyani
Mean | mum mum
Aspen Courthouse
B K OO 86 180 [overrerene 1247
1980 89 180 [oveeveerene 1260
1979 ceeeeereenines 87 66 241 | 1234
Eagle Courthouse
1979 e eeertee e eeae s ten st s asas b E s r et s s a e e SR e e Rt a eSS E SRS LSO ke Sa et e R RO R Rk s e et re bt e s iR e 57 94 | 210 | 1209
45 | #2104 | 412 | 218
83 63 |oeerrennes 1198
88 68 203 | 199
85 57 | 188 | 173
51 2551 213 | 208
35 252 334 | 1217
Naval Oil Shale Reserve
B/81-9/81 ...t reeterre st e et e e see e et s e e s v st e s e e s R ot feE £ SR Eeaetagee AR e R Aaen SeEean e e Re e aneeantereereeaesatiaras 14 224 37 Lo
B780-9/80 ......eeremreerereesesaire i re et tet sttt st p gt Se RSt e bR Eae e R anae et Eaeebessasnatseseestreresatsener | otsentaenersertonsesstonsiasiiies 30 |
Rifle, Third Avenue
19871 .o 80 199 |.oveene 1411
1980...... e 69 1156 510 | 479
1979........ 83 1128 694 | 1660
Vail, Medical Building
TOBT ..o rsee ettt et R e et e ek e s RS sa e E s ne SRS RS H ROk aene ot st e nesseebaE e 80
92
67

Sources: Colorado Department of Health and TRW Energy Engineering Division, 1981.

Violation of ambient air quality standards
2nsufficient data to determine reliable average

Of all the major cities in the resource area, only
Glenwood Springs and Vail did not exceed annual
and 24-hour primary standards for total suspended
particulate concentrations in 1981. These cities did
exceed the 24-hour secondary standards, however.
Limited travel activity on unpaved roads and good
air drainages probably account for the lower partic-
ulate levels at these sites.

The 1977 Clean Air Act amendments require
nonattainment areas (areas that do not meet na-

tional ambient air quality standards) to meet stand-.

ards by December 31, 1982. Although Aspen, Vail,
Eagle, Glenwood Springs, and Rifle currently
exceed national ambient air quality standards, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency policy prevents rural
areas being classified “nonattainment areas” for
total suspended particulates exceedance due pri-
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marily to windblown dust. The Environmental Pro-
tection Agency may alter existing total suspended
particulates regulations to reflect the difference be-
tween wind blown dust and combustion particulates
by setting standards for fine particulates (less than
10 microns in diameter).

Long winter seasons, seasonally low tempera-
tures, dramatic influx of people during the ski
season, heavy fireplace usage, heavy automobile
traffic, extensive fuel consumption for space heat-
ing, and poor dispersion conditions accounted for
high total suspended particulate levels in Aspen
and Vail.

Fugitive road dust from the many unpaved roads,
rural activity, active construction and development,
and limited industrial and mining activity are prob-
able particulate sources in Rifle. Since monitoring



began in Rifle (1974), annual measurements have
exceeded all particulate standards. Particulate
levels remain high not only in the winter but also in
the summer.

Fugitive road dust is probably the major particu-
late contributer in Eagle. Unlike Aspen and Vail par-
ticulate levels remain high even during the summer
months.

Air quality in the resource area is likely to worsen
as development in Aspen and Vail expands. The
Colorado, Eagle, and Roaring Fork River Valleys
will experience the heaviest development and also
the worst air quality impacts, mostly due to wood-
burning fireplaces in winter months and increased
construction activities related to energy develop-
ment.

Modeling results indicate a high potential that oil
shale development will cause total suspended par-
ticulates to be exceeded along the Roan Cliffs and
Grand Hogback north of Rifle (BLM 1982). Al-
though required construction and operation air qual-
ity permits should minimize impacts from industrial
facilities, secondary impacts from regional growth
will continue to be a problem.

Three Class | air quality areas are adjacent to
public land in the Glenwood Springs Resource Area

Erosion Conditions

Erosion conditions on public land within the Glen-

" wood Springs Resource Area are quite variable.

Soil erosion condition classes of major geographic

_ areas in the Glenwood Springs Resource Area are

as follows.

Areas with low to moderately-low soil loss (18
percent of the resource area) are the Naval Oil

. Shale Reserve; upper Garfield, Baldy, Divide, Lake

and Beaver Creek drainages; Roaring Fork and

" Gypsum-Eagle Valleys; and the Missouri Heights,

Cottonwood Pass, Monegar Ridge and King Moun-
tain areas.

Areas with moderate to moderately-high soil loss
(28 percent of the resource area) are the Para-
chute, Rifle, and Silt Valleys; the area north of Rifle

_and Silt between the Grand Hogback, including the

lower Government Creek drainage; and the Divide

~ Creek, Red Dirt Creek (Eagle County), Bull Guich,

Castle Creek, lower Eiby Creek, and Alkali Creek

. drainages.

(Flat Tops, Eagles Nest, and Maroon Bells-Snow-

mass Wilderness Areas). All three areas are admin-

istered by the U. S. Forest Service, Region II. Limi-
tations on the additional amount of pollution allow-
able in these areas from new major emitting facili-

ties are strict. The BLM must consider these limita-
tions when air quality impacts are anticipated from
proposed actions. The remainder of the resource
area is classified on a Class Il air quality area,

where similar but less stringent incremental pollu-

tion standards apply.

SOILS

Soil Types and Properties

Soils in the Glenwood Springs Resource Area

are either residual, derived from sandstone and -

shale, or alluvial, derived from mixed alluvium. They
have been grouped into 27 soil associations and
are depicted on a map in the resource manage-
ment plan documentation files in the Glenwood
Springs Resource Area office. Soil information was

obtained from third-order soil surveys done by the -

U. S. Soil Conservation Service since 1975. The
final correlation of this soil inventory has been done
in the past three years.
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Areas with high to very high soil loss (54 percent
of the resource area) are the Battlement, Flatiron,
and Grand Mesas; Grand Hogback; Gypsum bad-
lands near Dotsero, Gypsum, and Eagle; Red Dirt
Creek drainage (Routt County); and the steep,
southerly escarpments along the Naval Oil Shale
Reserve.

Erosion condition classes range from low to very
high (Map 4-2, DEIS Map Addendum). Generally,
the lower erosion condition classes occur on land
adjacent to private lands and on upland benches
and mesas. Areas with low erosion condition
classes generally occur on the more stable soils
having good ground cover. In most instances, land
treatment practices could be applied to these areas
without any significant impacts to the soil resource.

The higher erosion condition classes usually in-
clude the steeper valley sideslopes, alluvial fans,
and ridgecrests where the soils are shallower and
are unable to allow good ground cover to become
established.

Areas characterized by high and very high ero-
sion conditions generally have excessive rates of
geologic erosion because parent materials are soft
and easily erodible, slopes are steep, and vegeta-
tive cover is poor. Usually, past or present manage-
ment of these areas has had little effect on the
high erosion rates.

Primary factors contributing to erosion, other than
geologic erosion, are overgrazing (both domestic
livestock and wildlife), off-road vehicle use, improp-
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er construction techniques, poor locations of roads,
and mineral exploration/development.

Trends in erosion condition are improving as a
result of improved management practices, such as
allotment management plans, habitat management
plans, and other activity plans.

Soil Productivity

Soil productivity is the potential of a soil to pro-
duce vegetation. Productivity of soils within the
Glenwood Springs Resource Area varies from low
to high. Factors contributing to low productivity in
soils include one or more of the following.

|. Low available water-holding capacity of the soil.
2. Low nutrient availability.

3. High erosion rates.

4. Excessive alkalinity or salt content.

5. Large percentage of cobbles and stones on the
surface.

Usually, the less productive soils in the resource
area are found in the dry valley bottoms at lower
elevations (particularly the western third of the re-
source area), on steep mountain slopes and ridge-
crests, and on gypsum-derived soils surrounding
the Gypsum-Eagle Valley.

WATER RESOURCES

The Glenwood Springs Resource Area lies entire-
ly within the upper Colorado River Basin, an area of
about 7,370 square miles. Approximately 900
square miles of the basin is public land managed
by the Glenwood Springs Resource Area. Five
major subbasins—the upper Colorado, lower Colo-
rado, Eagle and Roaring Fork Rivers, and Para-
chute Creek—lie partly within the resource area
(Map 4-3, DEIS Map Addendum).

Surface Water

Quantity

Annual precipitation in the resource area ranges
from less than 12 to more than 30 inches with the
majority of the resource area averaging 20 inches
or less. Water vyield ranges from a low of less than
0.1 inch of runoff along the Colorado River in the
western portion of the resource area to as much as
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20 inches in the high elevation areas such as Black
and King Mountains, Castle and Sunlight Peaks,
and Hack Lake. The average runoff from public
land in the resource area is 2 inches or less.

Table 4-2 shows the average annual water yield
for each of the subbasins. The annual water yield
from public land in the resource area averages
about 109,000 acre-feet. This represents 4.2 per-
cent of the yield of the entire Colorado River Basin
above DeBeque (near the western boundary of the
resource area). Table 4-3 shows the range in pre-
cipitation and runoff of the vegetation zones in the
resource area.

Table 4-2. Annual Water Yield in the Glenwood
Springs Resource Area

Annual Water Yield
;otal Public
. rea Land Public
Subbasin (square | (square | Total Area Land
miles) miles) | (acre-feet) (acre-
feet)
Upper Colorado
River......ccceinvinuenenns 3,450 250 | 1,103,800 28,350
Eagle River ................ 944 165 407,200 17,050
Roaring Fork River....| 1,451 165 829,600 12,400
Lower Colorado
RiVer....ccccoeviienrrnranne 1,327 323 248,220 42,600
Parachute Creek ....... 198 74 23,180 9,100
Total....ccccvevreniananns 7,370 877 | 2,612,000 | 109,500

Average flow subsequent to transmountain diversion through
Charles H. Boustead Tunnel

Table 4-3. Water-Yielding Vegetation Zones on
Public Land in the Glenwood Springs Resource Area

Annual
Annual
Vegetation Type Acres | Rainfall V\\(Iia;%r
(inches) | (inches)
Semi-desert shrub..........c.ccocnee.c. 86,526 8-20 <1-4
Pinyon-Juniper....... 209,541 12-18 <13
Mountain Brush 166,897 16-24 1-6
Aspen 36,402 20-40 | upto 20
Conifer 34,408 28-30 12-15
Grass/Meadows............cocceecreenees 32,628 25-40 3-15
Total 566,042

Sources: Hibbert 1979; BLM 1979.

Peak flows on the major tributaries typically occur
during May and June in response to spring snow-
melt while low flows occur during the winter when
surface runoff is minimal. intense summer thunder-
storms are often responsible for peak flows on the
smaller tributaries and are the cause of locally
severe flooding and debris flow problems at several
sites within the resource area.



Water Reéources

Demand

The majority of the Colorado River Basin is in an
arid or semiarid area whose development is inextri-
cably tied to the water available on the Colorado
River. Between the upper and lower basin states
and Mexico, the water annually available in the
Colorado River is already overallocated, and future
development will place a greater strain on the abili-
ty to supply the competing demands. In Colorado,
supply currently exceeds demand during spring
runoff, but many, junior appropriators are required to
halt their diversions during the latter portions of the
irrigation season in order to satisy the rights of
senior appropriators. The existence of a large
amount of conditional water rights (rights which de-
clare the intent of the holder to develop and put to
beneficial use additional water) indicate that the
demand will increase in the future.

Quality

Water quality is monitored principally by the Colo-
rado State Health Department and the U. S. Geo-
logical Survey. Much of the water quality informa-
tion collected is not directly applicable to water
originating on public land because many of the sta-
tions are located on major tributaries. Water. quality
at these stations is affected by national forest, pri-
vate, and public lands.

Typically, water quality in headwater areas (many
of which lie on national forest land) is good, meet-
ing all federal water quality standards. In the lower
reaches, however, one or more of the poliutants
such as sulfate, manganese, bacteria, or total dis-
olved solids may exceed drinking water standards.

The major water quality problems associated with
public land are salinity (mineral salts) and sediment.
Table 4-4 shows the amount of salts that are de-
rived from surface runoff in the subbasins annually
and the amount contributed by public land.

Table 4-4. Salt Load in the Glenwood Springs
Resource Area Subbasins

Discharge from saline hot springs (three of which

-are located on public land) and seeps between

Dotsero and New Castle add 500,000 tons of salts
each year to the Colorado River and increase salin-

“ity by 140 milligrams per liter (mg/l) at Glenwood

Springs (Ozga, Personnel Communication 1982).

- The Bureau of Reclamation is currently investigat-

ing methods for capturing and disposing of these
salt laden waters. The salts in these hot springs
and the salts entering the resource area’s water
bodies from other locations are ultimately derived

. from the rocks and soils in the major subbasins.
. Geologic formations that contribute most signifi-

cantly to the salinity of the Colorado River Basin
are sedimentary rocks of marine or lacustrine origin
{such as Mancos Shale, Eagle Valley Evaporite and
the Green River Formation) which contain highly
soluble minerals that are easily leached by water
passing over or through them (BLM 1978). Water
quality measurements by the BLM on resource area
streams have indicated salinities as high as 2500
mg/l for streams that pass through these forma-
tions. This is five times the recommended drinking

- water standard of 500 mg/I.

Outcrops of one or more of these formations on
public land occur in every subbasin. The Environ-

. mental Protection Agency estimates that 52 per-

cent of the salt load entering the Colorado River in
the upper basin originates from natural sources (dif-
fuse and unidentified point sources) which include
public land, national forest land, national parks,
Indian land, and private and state rangeland (BLM
1978). The estimated salt load entering the re-
source area’s water bodies from public land is
57,000 tons per year (BLM 1981).

Sediment in the resource area results from sheet

- or rill erosion and channel erosion. Both are signifi-

cant sources of sediment. ‘Map 4-5 (DEIS Map Ad-
dendum) indicates sediment yield condition classes

- in the resource area. Acreages of public land in
~each condition class are indicated in Table 4-5.
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: Salt
Public

. Total Area Concen-

Subbasin (tons) (%g:g) tration

(mg/1)

Upper Colorado River.............. 280,000 | 13,300
Eagle River..........ccococevveerieienvenns 151,200 | 11,750 281
Roaring Fork River................... 308,100 | 3,150 263
Lower Colorado River.............. 746,556 | 26,360 406
Parachute Creek..........c.ccueunene 24,043 2,780 753
Total...cccocmereeeererrennnan. 1,610,000 | 57,340 1,913 |

Source: BLM 1981.
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Table 4-5. Sediment Yield Condition Classes for
Public Land in the Resource Area

Percent
o Tons/ of
Condition Class Acre/Year Acres Resource
Area
Very LOW ....oovcecennenineecennne < 0.28 41,000 71
Low 0.28-0.56 | 145,500 252
Moderate...........ccocenreeericnnnnne 0.56-1.40 | 214,000 371
High ...ccovvmerreneeen 1.40-2.80 | 147,000 255
Very High 2.80-8.40 29,000 5.0

Source: Adapted from Sediment Yield Map for Colorado pub-
lished by the Coforado Land Use Commission (1974).
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Most problems with sheet erosion occur in areas
where ground cover is scarce. Channel erosion, the
other major source of sediment, results from ero-
sion of banks along perennial and intermittent
streams and from gully formation. Channel stability
along perennial streams is rated fair or poor in
most of the resource area. Gully formation is also a
problem, particularly in low rainfall areas subject to
high intensity thunderstorms and where soils are
derived from saline geologic strata.

Water Quality Problem Areas. A baseline water
quality inventory was conducted during the inven-
tory phase of the resource management plan to
characterize water types in the resource area and
to identify areas on public land that may be contrib-
uting to water quality problems. Map 3-1 indicates
four areas which were so identified. The Divide
Creek area was identified because of high levels of
sediment, salinity, and bacteria and the high ero-
sion hazard of soils in much of the drainage. The
areas to the north and south of the Colorado River
between Burns and State Bridge were identified be-
cause of high levels of sediment, bacteria, and sa-
linity and because of high temperature and reduced
dissolved oxygen levels. The Milk and Alkali
Creek drainages were identified because of the
high levels of sediment that come from the Pierre
and Mancos Shale derived soils in the area and be-
cause of high salinity levels and poor benthic diver-
sity. The Horse, Willow, and Poison Creek area
was identified as a source of high salinity levels in
a 1978 study conducted by the BLM (BLM 1978).
Other problems such as high sediment levels; poor
channel stability; very high erosion hazard; high
temperature, sulfate, and manganese levels; poor
riparian vegetation; and low dissolved oxygen levels
were also indentified in the inventory.

Critical Watershed Areas

Critical watershed areas are shown on Map 3-3
(FEIS) and include the municipal watersheds of
Rifle and New Castle, the debris flow hazard area
above the city of Glenwood Springs and the unin-
corporated area of West Glenwood Springs, and
erosion hazard areas distributed throughout the re-
source area. The municipal watersheds of Rifle and
New Castle provide the domestic water supply for
the residents of these towns. Approximately 20 per-
cent and 7 percent, respectively, of the New Castle
and Rifle watersheds are public land.

The debris flow hazard area has historically been
an area from which debris flows have resulted in
significant damage to property in the developed
areas of Glenwood Springs and West Glenwood
Springs. These debris flows continue to present a
serious hazard to life and property. In general,

public land lies in the upper watershed areas which
are a source of runoff. Public land watersheds pro-
vide the runoff that helps to transport the debris
flows but are not a source of debris. The debris is
generally derived from the steep slopes adjacent to
the town and below the upper watershed areas.

Erosion hazard areas are areas where the soils
have a high erosion hazard (see Map 4-2, DEIS
Map Addendum) and where off-road vehicle (ORV)
use is occurring. In a study conducted for the BLM
in California (Snyder et al. 1976), ORV use was
found to be detrimental to watershed conditions.
Adverse effects included reduction in plant cover,
increased soil compaction, reduced permeability,
and increased runoff and erosion. The most serious
watershed impact resulted from the soil compaction
and reduced permeability. Soil compaction reduces
depth of moisture penetration which deprives plants
of moisture needed for growth and results in re-
duced watershed cover. In some instances, com-

. paction may be irreversible.
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Ground Water Resources

Quantity

Most public land watersheds in the resource area
produce little direct surface runoff. However, they
provide important ground water recharge and dis-
charge areas. These recharge and discharge areas
contribute significantly to baseflow, particularly
during low flow conditions in the fall and winter.
Table 4-6 indicates the ground water contributions
to selected streams and rivers in or near the re-
source area.

Development of the resource area’s ground
water resources has been minimal except in the
Roaring Fork Basin, where extensive municipal de-
velopment is occurring, and in agricultural areas of
the lower Colorado River subbasin. In other areas,
sparse human habitation, poor ground water quality,
and generally adequate surface water supplies
have precluded extensive ground water develop-
ment. Physical and hydrologic characteristics and
locations of major aquifers underlying the resource
area are indicated in Appendix | (DEIS). While vast
supplies of water exist in some of these aquifers,
the most extensively developed are those deposits
within the stream valleys in the area. These depos-
its are typically in close hydraulic contact with the
adjacent surface streams and periodically are re-
charged by or discharge to these streams depend-
ing on whether stream flows are high or low (BLM
1978). Other major formations with the potential to
produce water of usable gquantity and quality within
the resource area include the Dakota Sandstone,
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Table 4-6. Ground Water Contribution to Flow of Selected Streams in the Resource Area

Ground Water
Discharge
Number
Station of Years | Percent 'Xﬁ:ﬁgf
of Record | of Total (cubic
Stream-

flow feet per

second)
Piney River near State Bridge 22 22 16
Rock Creek near Toponos 14 29 9
Brush Creek near Eagle 16 50 22
Eagle River below Gypsum 20 34 193
Crystal River above Avalanche Creek 9 22 63
Thompson Creek near Carbondale 13 15 6
Cattle Creek near Carbondale 10 27 4
East Rifle Creek near Rifle 15 86 35
Beaver Creek near Rifle....... 14 23 1

Source: Boettcher 1972.

the Mesa Verde Group, and the upper levels of the
Green River, Maroon Weber, and Basalt Forma-
tions.

Quality

Ground water salinity is generally higher than sur-
face water salinity because the slower moving
ground water has longer contact with the soluble
minerals. Consequently, ground water contributes
significantly to the natural salinity of streams in the
resource area (BLM 1978). As an example, the
Eagle River, which receives 34 percent of its
annual discharge from ground water inflow, re-
ceives 58 percent of its annual salt load from that
ground water inflow (BLM 1978).

Geologic formations that produce highly saline
ground water in the resource area include the
Mancos Shale, Eagle Valley Evaporite and Green
River Formation (Appendix |, DEIS). The valley fill
deposits generally yield less saline water than other
ground water sources because the alluvium is gen-
erally highly permeable and most of the highly solu-
ble minerals that it may have contained have been
leached (BLM 1978).

Water Use

BLM management programs require water for
livestock and wildlife. The location of water sources
influence livestock distribution which affects the in-
tensity of vegetation use. The BLM has developed
about 190 springs and has constructed 161 stock

trol structures) which provide temporary water stor-

age following storms. Estimated livestock and big-
game water consumption on public land in each
subbasin is indicated in Table 4-7.

Table 4-7. Livestock and Big Game Water
Consumption on Public Land in the Resource Area

Annual

Water
Subbasin Consump-
tion (acre-

feet)

Upper Colorado River 32.7
Eagle River 348
. Roaring Fork River 18.7
" Lower Colorado River 55.0
Parachute Creek 9.3
Total.... 150.5

reservoirs and 17 watersavers to provide water for
livestock and wildlife. The BLM has also construct-

ed approximately 200 retention dams (erosion con-
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Source: BLM 1981.

MINERALS

The resource area contains 566,042 acres of
public land and 206,290 acres of federally-reserved
minerals with private ownership. For administrative
purposes, mineral entry on public lands is divided
into three broad categories: (1) leasables, (2) loca-
tables, and (3) salables.
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Leasables

Oil and Gas

The federal government owns the federal oil and
gas reserves underlying approximately 772,332
acres of public and private lands with federal miner-
als. Presently, 460,400 acres overlying federal min-
erals are under lease. The BLM averages from 5 to
10 applications for permits to drill annually. Approxi-
mately 40 wells are currently producing.

Although more than half of the resource area is
currently under oil and gas lease, almost all of the
activity is located in the Garfield Capability Unit
west of the Grand Hogback.

Based on sedimentary outcrops, approximately
752,600 acres of the federal oil and gas reserves
have potential for oil and gas. The remaining ap-
proximate 5,500 acres have Precambrian and meta-
morphic outcrops which indicate no oil and gas po-
tential. These areas are located along the major
drainages in the Glenwood Canyon north of the
Colorado River.

Coal

The Grand Hogback coal field, based on coal po-
tential, is the only area on public land considered
economically feasible to mine within the resource
area. The amount of coal in the Grand Hogback is
estimated at approximately 1.6 billion tons. This es-
timate is based on surface outcrops and geologic
inference rather than on specific inventory data.
Specific inventory information will not be available
until after land use planning is completed.

Only one federal coal lease, totaling 120 acres, is
present within the resource area boundaries. It is
located on the hogback in the Harvey Gap area
and is presently inactive. While other mines exist
within the resource area, the coal deposits within
those mines are privately owned.

Two active coal companies are located within the
White River National Forest—Mid-Continent Re-
sources and Snowmass Coal Company. Mid-Conti-
nent controls seven federal leases totaling 5,310
acres, and Snowmass has two federal leases total-
ing 4,960 acres.

Oil Shale

Although vast amounts of oil shale exist within
the western half of the Glenwood Springs Resource
Area, the BLM is responsible for administering the
oil shale reserves underlying only 31,204 acres of
public and private lands with federal minerals. The
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total reserves underlying this land are estimated at
7.5 billion barrels of oil. At the present time, the
BLM is not considering leasing of this oil shale.

Geothermal

Geothermal features exist at Dotsero, Glenwood
Springs, Penny (Avalanche), South Canyon, and
Conundrum. Approximately 254 square miles within
the resource area boundaries, primarily adminis-
tered by BLM, have been identified as prospectively
valuable for geothermal energy. This approximation
is based largely on the existing geothermal features
such as hot springs.

No federal geothermal leases have been issued
on public land within the resource area to date;
however, three applications have been filed in the
South Canyon and Glenwood hot springs areas.

Potassium

Potassium occurs in the Eagle Valiey near the
towns of Gypsum, Eagle, and Avon and near the
mouth of Cattle Creek in the Roaring Fork Valley.
Approximately 130,000 acres in the resource area
have been identified as potentially valuable for po-
tassium. Potassium has never been mined commer-
cially within the resource area. However, in the
Eagle-Gypsum area, two prospecting permits are
pending.

Locatables

Locatable minerals in the resource area include
metals (gold, silver, lead, and copper) and non-
metals (gypsum, limestone, vanadium, and urani-
um).

Numerous metaliferous mining claims exist in the
resource area, but no significant mining activity has
taken place.

Activity associated with non-metals has been
much greater. Commercial production of limestorie
from public land was about 30,000 tons in 1980. In
the next few years, commercial production on
public land is expected to reach 190,000 tons per
year. The limestone is primarily exposed along
stream and river corridors between the Grand Hog-
back and Dotsero. Numerous inactive gypsum
claims (near Eagle and Gypsum) and uranium and
vanadium claims and mines (in the vicinity of the
Grand Hogback) exist in the resource area.
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Except for those areas presently closed to loca-
tables, all federal and private lands with federal
minerals are open to prospecting and mining.

Salables

Salable minerals include moss rock, scoria, sand
and gravel, top soil, and fill dirt. Salables activity is

primarily limited to small commercial sales for prod-

ucts used in the commercial and residential con- .

struction industries. Salables are expected to in-

crease as the construction industry and its ancillary -

activities increase.
At present, 18 areas have been identified as suit-

able for salable mineral extraction within the re-
source area. However, requests for these minerals -

are considered in all areas that have not been
closed to mineral entry.

Valuable sand and gravel deposits are located
along the Colorado River west of New Castle. Sev-
eral active gravel pits are currently in operation
supplying material for construction and industrial

purposes. The sand and gravel on the Colorado
River west of Rifle has been found to be unsuitable .

for concrete aggregate by the State Highway De-
partment and many construction firms because of
contamination from shale formations.

AQUATIC WILDLIFE

Sixty-seven streams and 5 lakes support fish in
the resource area. The BLM manages the aquatic
and riparian habitat of portions of 56 streams (total-
ing 126 miles) and 5 lakes. In addition, 6 streams
(5.1 miles of public land frontage) that do not pres-

ently support a fishery have potential for introduc-

ing a fishery.

The most productive fisheries occur in the Colo- .

rado, Roaring Fork, Eagle, Fryingpan, Piney, and
Crystal Rivers, which make up about 32 percent of
the total public land stream frontage providing an

existing fishery. A relatively minor amount of the

total miles of rivers and streams in the resource
area occurs on public land.

Most streams tributary to the major rivers sustain

a self-perpetuating fishery or are stocked regularly
by the Colorado Division of Wildlife. However, most
lakes and reservoirs that provide fisheries have
been stocked at some time. Some of these streams
provide spawning areas for fish that reside in the
rivers. Approximately 14 streams and 3 lakes on
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public land are regularly stocked by the Colorado
Division of Wildlife.

Two species presently listed by the State of
Colorado as threatened occur in public streams.
They are the Colorado River cutthroat trout Sa/mo
clarki pleuriticus (8 public streams and 1 lake) and
the razorback sucker Xyrauchen texanus (Colorado
River below Rulison) (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice 1981).

During the summers of 1975 through 1979, 112.9
miles of public streams were inventoried for fish
habitat, channel stability, and fish presence. A nu-
merical rating system was used to compare stream
conditions and percent of optimal habitat based on
nine habitat attributes. This rating system numeri-
cally evaluated bottom composition, pool quality,
riffle quality, pool to riffle ratio, stream canopy, bank
cover, bank stability, percent of bare ground, and
presence and size of beaver ponds. Using this
method, 11.7 miles of streams were rated in excel-
lent condition; 20.1 miles, in above average condi-
tion; 24.1 miles, in average condition; 49.2 miles, in
below average condition; and 7.8 miles, in poor
condition.

Table 4-8 lists the streams or stream segments
that would be affected by proposals in this environ-
mental impact statement and shows existing condi-
tion and trend. Aquatic condition is based on the
numerical rating system used for the inventory.
Trend is based on the fishery biologists’ judgments
and evaluations made from the inventory narratives.

Table 4-8. Affected Streams and Lakes

Aquatic
"é‘gﬂ Name Co?u;ition Trend®
Rating?

1| CedarCreek s D
2 | Rock Creek 71 S
3 | Egeria Creek 87 S
4 | Deep Creek 67 S
5 | Cabin Creek 61 D-S
6 | Sunnyside Creek 62 S-D
7 | Willow Creek 29 1
8 | Hack Lake Good S
9 | Sheep Creek, West Fork 46 S
10 | Sheep Creek 54 S
11 | Sweetwater Creek 85 S
12 | Derby Creek 58 S
13 | Horse Lake Good S
14 | Red Dirt Creek 32 S
15 | Upper Colorado River |, S
16 | Piney River 98 S
17 | Castle Creek 43 I-S
18 | Edges Lake Fair D
19 | Catamount Creek 54 S
20 | Norman Creek 61 D
21 | Eagle River 89 S
22 | Frost Creek* 73 S
23 | Sait Creek 72 D-S
24 | Cottonwood Creek 60 D
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Table 4-8. Affected Streams and Lakes—

Continued
Aquatic
"g‘é’n Name Co%qition Trend®
Rating?
25 | Abrams Creek 43 S
'26 | Prince Creek 88 |
27 | Thompson Creek 80 S
28 | Thomas Creek 90 D-S
29 | Crystal River 85 S
30 | Sopris Creek West 80 I-S
31 | Sopris Creek East 59 S
32 | Snowmass Creek 69 S
33 | Red Canyon Creek* 73 S
34 | Fryingpan River 87 S
35 | Coulter Creek West* 46 SD
36 | Cattle Creek 65 SD
37 | Fourmile Creek 70 S
38 | Thompson Creek North 59 S
39 | Threemile Creek 56 S
40 | Roaring Fork River 82 S
41 | Mesa Creek* 66 D
42 | Mitchell Creek 78 S
43 | Colorado River | S-D
44 | Rifle Creek 100 S
45 | Elk Creek Main 68 S
46 | Harris Gulch L. S
47 | Butler Creek 59 S
48 | Rifle Creek Middle 72 S
49 | George Creek 80 D-S
50 | Rifle Creek East 98 S
51 | Piceance Creek 56 S
52 | Harris Reservoir Good -S
53 | Elk Creek East 81 S
54 | Keyser Creek 106 S
55 | Dry Possum Creek* 77 S
56 | Canyon Creek East 90 S
57 | Possum Creek 76 S
58 | Canyon Creek 52 S
59 | Colorado River |, S
60 | Wallace Creek North 71 S
61 | Wallace Creek 93 S
62 | Battlement Creek 83 S
63 | Cache Creek 66 S
64 | Baldy Creek* 55 |
65 | Garfield Creek 53 D
66 | Second Anvil Creek D
67 | Parachute Creek, East Middle Fork D-S
68 | Northwater Creek D-S
69 | Parachute Creek, East Fork D-S
70 | Trapper Creek D
71 | Fravert Reservoir |
72 | JAS Guich D-S
73 | First Water Guich D-S
74 | First Anvil Creek D-S
75 | Lower Colorado River D-S

*This number corresponds to the number shown on Map 3-5.

2Rating: 113 to 894 =excellent; 94 to 98 =above average; 78 to0
62=average; 62 to 46=below average; below 46=poor

3Trend: |=increasing; D=decreasing; S=stable

*These streams have potential as a fishery but presently do
not support a fish population.

TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE

Habitat and Related Species

Wildlife habitat in the resource area provides
food, cover, water, and living space for a diversity
of wildlife species. Land developers, oil companies,
recreationists, water users, ranchers, and farmers
are competing with wildlife for use of this habitat.
This competition is expected to accelerate in the
future as the nation’s population grows and the
demand for more energy and recreational facilities
increases, thus wildlife habitat on public land will
continue to increase in importance.

Wildlife species are generally associated with
one or more specific types of habitat. Therefore, in
this final environmental impact statement, wildlife
habitat has been divided into five generalized
groupings—grassland,  broadleat tree-riparian,
mountain shrub, semi-desert shrub, and conifer
(forest and woodland). The Resource Area Profile
lists wildlife species associated with these various
habitat types. The Existing Management Situation
discusses the most important wildlife species found
in the resource area and their population and habi-
tat conditions. Maps and overlays associated with
the Existing Management Situation display seasonal
use areas for many of these species. These docu-
ments are on file and available for review in the
Glenwood Springs Resource Area office.

Grassland

The grassland habitat makes up only a small per-
centage of the public land acreage in the resource
area. It provides spring and summer food for deer
and elk, and food or cover for many small game
and nongame species such as sagebrush vole,
coyote, sage grouse, blue grouse, mountain blue-
bird, and various raptors.

Broadleaf Tree-Riparian

Aspen stands (7 percent of the resource area)
and riparian-related species such as cottonwood,
willow, grass and forb (less than 1 percent of the
resource area) make up this habitat type.

Aspen stands provide food and cover for deer,
elk, and many small and nongame animals and
food and nesting habitat for various birds. Riparian-
related vegetation provides essential food, cover,
and nesting habitat for many aquatic and semi-
aquatic wildlife species such as the bald eagle,
great blue heron, beaver, and various waterfow! as
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well as other nongame species, especially song-
birds. It also provides food and cover for big game.
Although insignificant in overall acreage, it is used
by about 272 or 75 percent of the wildlife species
thought to occur in the resource area at some time
during their life cycle.

In this resource area, most of the riparian habitat

occurs on private land along the major rivers and
their tributaries. The most important riparian habitat
occurs on public land along the Colorado River
from Glenwood Springs west to the resource area
boundary. Throughout the resource area, riparian
habitat has been severely impacted by road con-
struction, gravel extraction, water diversions, and
livestock grazing. Proposed water impoundments
may have significant impacts in the future.

Mountain Brush

The mountain brush community, composed pri-

marily of oakbrush and service berry, occurs on

about 20 percent of the public land in the resource
area. It is important as winter range for elk and
mule deer and also is used by mountain lion, black
bear, wild turkey, and band-tailed pigeon as well as
many nongame species, especially songbirds. This
habitat type is currently being lost to housing devel-
opment.

Semi-Desert Shrub

The semi-desert shrub community is composed
of sagebrush, greasewood, and saltbush. Sage-
brush occurs on 27 percent of the public land in
the resource area, but greasewood and saltbush
are relatively insignificant in amount.

Sage grouse and sage and Brewer's sparrows
are almost completely dependent upon sagebrush,

while mule deer and elk depend on it for food, es- -

pecially during the winter months. Sage grouse are
found primarily in the Castle Peak and King Moun-
tain Capability Units with fewer occurrences in the
Eagle-Vail Capability Unit. Other wildiife species
commonly associated with sagebrush are the cot-
tontail rabbit, coyote, bobcat, and sagebrush vole.
Presently, the major activity causing the loss of sa-
gebrush is housing development.

Conifer

The conifer community is made up of two distinct
habitat types—conifer forest (spruce-fir) and conifer
woodland (pinyon-juniper). The conifer forest and
conifer woodland make up about 6 percent and 39
percent of the public land in the resource area, re-
spectively. The conifer forest provides thermal and
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hiding cover and some food during the summer
months for deer and elk; it also provides food,
cover, and nesting habitat for such species as blue
grouse, flammuiated owl, northern three-toed wood-
pecker, Williamson’s sapsucker, snowshoe hare,
southern red-backed vole, black bear, bobcat, and
pika.

The conifer woodland habitat type provides very
important winter thermal and hiding cover and food
for mule deer and elk and is also extensively used
by mountain lion. Other associated species include
the band-tailed pigeon, pinyon jay, plain titmouse,
bushtit, black-throated gray warbler, desert cotton-
tail, pinyon mouse, and ringtail.

Changes occurring in the conifer habitats include
fuelwood cutting, timber harvesting, and pine beetle
infestations. In some cases, these changes are
beneficial to wildlife. Detrimental changes include
housing development.

Big Game

Mule deer and elk are of significant importance
to the local economy, therefore, they are discussed
separately in this section. Population estimates
used in this document are based on Colorado Divi-
sion of Wildlife population modeling efforts.

Mule Deer

Mule deer populations in the resource area are
generally healthy and are estimated at 65,000 ani-
mals (5-year average from 1976 to 1980), down
from the 1963 estimate of 81,000 animals. The
Colorado Division of Wildlife's goal for 1988 is for
an estimated 85,000 deer—a 31 percent increase.
Loss of crucial habitat and competition with elk,
which have increased by an estimated 58 percent
in the past 20 years, has contributed to this down-
ward trend. Developments in the upper Eagle and
Roaring Fork valleys started in the early 1960s;
however, significant population and associated de-
velopment increases began to occur in the early
1970s. :

in the resource area, quality and quantity of
winter habitat appear to limit the size of the mule
deer herds. Based on browse condition transects
established by the BLM in the early 1970s, only
about half the available winter range is in satisfac-
tory condition—25 percent in the Garfield Capability
Unit, between 50 to 75 percent in the Roaring Fork
and Eagle-Vail units, and less than 50 percent in
the King Mountain and Castle Peak units.
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Of the estimated 1,342 square miles of deer
winter range in the resource area, 750 square miles
are considered to be crucial to deer (see Map 4-5,
DEIS Map Addendum). Of these 750 square miles,
400 (53 percent) are on public land. Based on 1979
county zoning maps, is was estimated that 60 to 83
square miles of the crucial deer winter range on pri-
vate land (8 to 11 percent of the total) could be lost
to development in the next 10 years. Assuming a
total development of zoned areas on private land,
crucial deer winter range on public land would be
required to support 47 percent more mule deer by
1988 to meet Colorado Division of Wildlife goals or
11 percent more to maintain current populations.

In the Castle Peak and Eagle-Vail Capability
Units, a major migration route, also classified as
crucial winter range, serves an estimated 3,500
mule deer that move from summer range in the
Gore Mountain Range to winter range in the
Gypsum and Eagle areas.

Elk

Elk populations have increased from 8,200 to
13,000 in the past 20 years—an increase of 58 per-
cent. The Colorado Division of Wildlife goal is to
hold this level until 1988.

Of the estimated 993 square miles of elk winter
range in the resource area, 435 square miles are
crucial to elk (Map 4-5, DEIS Map Addendum). Of
these 435 square miles, 200 (46 percent) are on
public land. Based on 1979 county zoning maps, it
was estimated that 22 to 35 square miles of the pri-
vately-owned crucial elk winter range (5 to 8 per-
cent of the total) could be lost to development
during the next 10 years. If this happens and cur-
rent elk populations in the resource area are to be
maintained, elk populations on BLM-managed cru-
cial winter range will have to increase by, a like
amount.

It should be noted that most of the 47 percent of
crucial deer winter range and 54 percent of the cru-
cial elk winter range occurring on private land is
supplied by the ranching community. This, along
with the spring ranges these ranches provide, is
crucial to the survival of big game herds and, con-
sequently, to the economic health of the local com-
munities.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The bald eagle and peregrine falcon (presently
on state and federal endangered species lists) and
the great blue heron (a species of high federal in-
terest) are known to use public land.
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The Colorado, Eagle, and Roaring Fork Rivers
provide suitable habitat for the bald eagle and the
great blue heron. The Colorado River from New
Castle west to the resource area boundary provides
the most important habitat to these species; how-
ever, much of the habitat in this area is being lost
to such things as gravel pits, highway construction,
and industrial and housing development. The bald
eagle and great blue heron are especially vulner-
able because ponderosa pine and cottonwood
trees that provide the needed nesting, perching,
roosting, and hunting sites along the river are often
removed during development. These species are
also particularly sensitive to human activities.

During the years of 1978-80, a minimum of 35
bald eagles were thought to winter in the resource
area. Three historic bald eagle nests are located in
the resource area, two of which occur on public
land. In 1980, a fourth nest was built on private
land east of Rifle and one of the historic nests west
of Rifle was reconstructed. The new nest was de-
stroyed by wind and the reconstructed nest was
later abandoned. Disturbance from a nearby gravel
pit newly reopened for the year could have contrib-
uted to the abandonment.

Several isolated sightings of peregrine falcons
have been reported in the past; however, no active
nests are known at this time. A number of known
historic nest sites exist in the resource area, and
several potential nesting sites for peregrine falcon
introduction have been identified on public land.

Approximately six (15 percent) of the known
active heron nest sites in Colorado occur along the
Colorado River within the resource area with a ma-
jority of this use occurring from New Castle west to
the resource area boundary.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

The Glenwood Springs Resource Area has 253
grazing allotments presently authorized for livestock
use. Two hundred eleven allotments have one per-
mittee per allotment, and 42 common-use allot-
ments have 2 or more permittees per allotment.
Two allotments are presently managed coopera-
tively with the U. S. Forest Service. There is poten-
tial for several more to be managed in this manner.
Three kinds of livestock are authorized to use
these allotments. Table F-3, Appendix F (DEIS)
shows livestock authorizations for each allotment in
the resource area. Table 4-9 shows the number of
allotments in each use.

One hundred sixty-eight ranchers are authorized
to graze livestock within these allotments. The
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Table 4-9. Livestock Use
Number p
; of ercent
Kind of Stock Aliot- | of Total
ments
Cattle 205 81 |
Sheep 29 12
Cattle and Sheep 11 4
Horse 5 2
Cattle and Horse 2 1
Sheep and Horse 1 <1 .
Total 253 100 -

average cattle rancher runs approximately 300

cows and the average sheep rancher runs approxi-
mately 1,600 sheep on public land during a season.
During 1980, a total of 12,022 cattle, 7,843 sheep
and 27 horses were authorized to graze in the re-
source area.

Eight allotment management plans (AMPs) are

presently in place in the resource area. One of -

these, the Horn AMP, covers seven allotments.
Table 4-10 shows existing AMPs and allotments.

Table 4-10. Aliotment Management Plans

AMP Allotment Numbers
East Divide 8105
Vulcan .| 8213
Upper Garfield ............c.ccoovvannnee. 8222
J.QS. 8908
East Fork 8910
Horn ..., 8601, 8730, 8731, 8732, 8733, -
8734, 8735
Trail Guich.. 8642
Blowout 8643

Twenty-four established allotments have no li-
censed livestock use and are currently used only by
wildlife. The permittees either relinquished their
grazing preference or the BLM cancelled the pref-
erence in these unallotted aliotments.

Cattle typically graze on public land during the -

spring (May 15 to June 30) while enroute to the
higher elevation national forest land where they
graze during the summer (July 1 to September 30).
In fall (October 1 to October 30), the cattle are

moved back to public land as the livestock opera- .

tors begin to move back to their private property for
the winter season (November 1 to May 14). In sev-
eral locations such as Castle Peak, Naval Oil Shale

Reserve, and those allotments bordering the White :

River National Forest, cattle graze on public land

during the spring, summer, and fall (Table F-3, Ap- -

pendix F, DEIS).

Sheep typically graze on public land in the spring
(March 1 to July 1) while enroute to the national
forest's summer range. They are moved in the fall
(September) back to either public land, private
property or desert rangeland west of the resource
area until the following spring. The Naval Oil Shale
Reserve supports some summer sheep grazing
(Table F-3, Appendix F, DEIS).

A resource area inventory of range sites conduct-
ed in 1979 using the Soil Conservation Service's
ecological range condition classes (Soil Conserva-
tion Service 1976) shows that 9 percent of the ran-
geland is considered in good condition, 59 percent
is in fair condition, and 32 percent is in poor condi-
tion (BLM 1979). It should be noted that ecological
range condition is a classification system that
groups plant communities according to the degree
of successional change from the presumed climax
plant community. This classification is not neces-
sarily synonymous with a particular use value. For
example, fair ecological condition may represent
good livestock forage condition (burned area where
the brush component is modified to a grass forb
component.)

Trend is the direction of change in range condi-
tion and indicates whether the range is improving,
deteriorating or remaining about the same. Accu-
rate vegetation trend can only be obtained by ob-
serving vegetation changes over several years. We
do not currently have this data; however, indica-
tions are that substantial portions of the resource
area are in static and downward trend. Factors con-
tributing to this downward trend are continued
heavy use by both livestock and wildlife of pre-
ferred plants and control of fire which results in un-
desirable woody plants such as oakbrush and
pinyon-juniper replacing the preferred plants.

A general national decline in the livestock indus-
try and an increase in land values accelerated by
rapid development of energy and recreation re-
sources in the resource area have lead to a down-
ward trend in the viability of the local livestock in-
dustry. Overall, livestock grazing is not highly impor-
tant to the local economy but is critical to the liveli-
hood of those operators who actually remain in the
livestock business.

VEGETATION

Terrestrial Vegetation

The resource area lies within two physiographic
regions—the Southern Rocky Mountains and the
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Colorado Plateau. The major physical or biogeogra-
phical barriers of the two physiographic regions
greatly influence both plant and animal distribution
on a regional level. Within a specific area, the types
and amounts of vegetation present are determined
by precipitation, elevation, topography, exposure,
soil type, and man’s action. Generally, plant cover
and production increase as precipitation and tem-
peratures increase.

Table 4-11 lists the vegetation types and sub-
types found in the Glenwood Springs Resource
Area. Locations of these vegetation types and sub-
types are shown on Map 4-6 (DEIS Map Adden-
dum).

Table 4-11. Vegetation Types and Subtypes of
Glenwood Springs Resource Area

Type Acreage Subtype

Grass and Grasslike........... 32,628 | Short, mid and tall grass;
sedge; and rush

Black greasewood;
winterfat; shadscale;
mat, fourwing, and
other saltbush; big,
low, black and other
sagebrush; and
rabbitbrush

Mountain mahogany,
bitterbrush, oakbrush,
serviceberry, mixed
mountain shrub,
willows, alder, and
other shrubs

Willows, red alder,
aspen, cottonwood,
and other broadleaf

Douglas-fir, Engelmann
spruce-subalpine fir,
and ponderosa and
lodgepole pine

Pinyon pine and juniper

Semi-Desert Shrub.............

86,526

Mountain Shrub................... 166,897

Broadleaf Trees 36,042

Conifer (Forest)........cccn..... 34,408

208,541
566,042

Source: BLM 1979.

Present forage production is estimated to be
96,666 animal-unit months based on a 1979 inven-

tory.

Riparian Vegetation

Riparian vegetation is found along perennial
streams, some intermittent streams, lakes, springs,
and reservoirs for all or most of the year. Riparian
vegetation occurs in bands or zones along and
around these water sources. These areas are often
referred to as riparian zones. These zones, in most
cases, occur in acreages too small to be delineated
separately from the surrounding vegetation type.
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Threatened or Endangered Species

Currently, only one plant in the resource area is
listed as threatened—the Uinta Basin hookless
cactus Sclerocactus glaucus. This cactus is found
on dry alkaline hills in the Colorado Plateau of
western Colorado and eastern Utah. Its range in
the resource area is roughly from Rulison west
above the Colorado River. No known plant species
within the resource area are listed as endangered.

Six plants, currently listed as sensitive, occur in
the resource area. These are Barneby’s columbine
Aquilegia barnebyi found near Rifle Falls, sedge
fescue Festuca dasyclada found on the Roan Pla-
teau, Wetherill's milkvetch Astragalus wetherillii
found from Rulison west along the Colorado River,
phacelia Phacelia submutica found south of Debe-
que, milkvetch Astragalus lutosus found northeast
of Debeque, and beardtongue Penstemmon har-
ringtonii found west of McCoy.

FORESTRY

Commercial Forest Land

The resource area has approximately 45,640
acres of commercial forest land that supports En-
gelmann spruce-subalpine fir (49 percent), lodge-
pole pine (38 percent), Douglas-fir (11 percent),
and ponderosa pine (2 percent).

Engelmann spruce-subalpine fir is found on cool,
moist sites from about 10,000 feet to timberline.
This forest type is climax at these higher eleva-
tions. Lodgepole pine (found at 8,000 to 10,000
feet elevation) and Douglas-fir (found at 7,000 to
9,000 feet elevation) are typically found inter-
spersed with aspen stands depending on soil type
and disturbances. Under natural conditions, Lodge-
pole pine would be succeeded by the spruce-fir
type, while Douglas-fir is considered the climax
forest at lower elevations. Ponderosa pine with an
elevational range from 6,000 to 8,500 feet is found
sparsely grown throughout the resource area.

Overall condition of the forest stands is difficult
to summarize. The forest in general can be classed
as healthy with the majority of the stands in a
mature or overmature condition. Lodgepole pine
stands on Hardscrabble Mountain and Bellyache
Ridge near Eagle have been infested by the moun-
tain pine beetle. Timber and fueiwood sales are
planned to help control this localized beetle popuia-
tion.
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Approximately 7,250 acres on Castle Peak and

near Hack Lake are the dead spruce type. These

areas support old growth spruce -stands that were -

destroyed by the spruce bark beetle from the early
1940s to the early 1950s. The standing, beetle-
killed trees have remained relatively sound and are
suitable for house logs, large timbers, fuelwood,
and pulpwood. Government efforts to control the
beetle outbreak on Castle Peak have resulted in

numerous roads and trails in the area. No major °

sales have occurred on Castle Peak or Hack Lake.
However, in recent years, the upsurge in fuelwood

prices has rekindled interest in the dead spruce re-

source.

Mature lodgepole stands are found on Black
Mountain, King Mountain, and the Seven Hermits
area. Logging has occurred since the late 1930s on
King Mountain. A timber sale (2.6 million board
feet) on Black Mountain was purchased by the

Edward Hines Lumber Company in 1981. A cooper- .

ative timber sale with the White River National

Forest is planned for the Seven Hermits-Hardscrab-

ble area.

No known reforestation backlog exists in the re- .
source area as harvested stands have regenerated,

both naturally and through planting.

The timber industry within or near the Glenwood
Springs Resource Area has been experiencing

some rapid changes in recent years as a result of

the depressed housing market, an increase in fuel-
wood prices, and the availability of large timber

supplies. Kaibab Industries’ processing facility in -

Eagle, Colorado, closed in 1980, and the Hines mill
in Kremmling, Colorado, has been shut down since
1981. Small sawmills, post and pole outfits, and
fuelwood distributors make up the present local in-
dustry. Recent indications for the local timber in-

dustry point to a resurgence. A large fuelwood

processing facility is planned near Sweetwater,
Colorado. The operator has received tentative ap-
proval from the U. S. Forest Service for contracts

removing the dead spruce on the Flat Tops. Louisi-

ana-Pacific has recently purchased three Hines
Lumber Company sawmills, including the facility in
Kremmling, Colorado.

The present annual allowable harvest on public
land is 1.75 million board feet. The White River Na-
tional Forest allowable cut has averaged about 14.3
million board feet. A demand analysis conducted by
the White River National Forest indicates the
demand for live timber in late 1981 and 1982 was
16.4 million board feet and the demand for dead
timber was 22.0 million board feet (USFS 1983).
Local and national trends indicate sawtimber
demand will increase in the future.

Timber on public land should not be considered

inferior to or less valuable than timber on national
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forest land. The majority of the commercial species
on public land are in a mature condition and in
need of harvest. As the demand for sawtimber and
fuelwood increases, the value of timber on Castle
Peak and other stands of dead sawtimber will in-
crease. This dead sawtimber supply, coupled with
an accessible live sawtimber supply, could create
an increasingly viable forest management and sales
program.

Weoodland

The resource area also supports approximately
214,310 acres of pinyon pine (44 percent), juniper
(44 percent), aspen (11 percent), and subalpine fir
(1 percent) known as woodland. An estimated 75
acres of pinyon pine and juniper are harvested an-
nually. Annual woodland harvest averages 1,000
cords of commercial fuelwood and 800 cords of
fuelwood sold under public-use permits.

The pinyon juniper forest, found at elevations
ranging from 4,500 to 8,000 feet, is typified by
stands of all ages and condition but is generally ex-
emplified by slow-growing mature stands. Black
stain root rot has been found in several isolated
stands. The western portion of the resource area
supports primarily a juniper type with the remaining
area being a mixed pinyon-juniper type.

Aspen is found throughout the resource area on
a variety of sites, usually above 7,000 feet eleva-
tions. Aspen is a fast growing, short-lived species
(maturity is realized at 70 years) and an aggressive
sprouter from the root system. Because of this, it is
considered a pioneer species. On sites suitable for
other species, aspen will be replaced in time by
one of the more shade-tolerant conifers, such as
Engelmann spruce or subalpine fir.

The major forest type on the Naval Oil Shale Re-
serve is aspen. No major sales have occurred on
the Naval Oil Shale Reserve because aspen is a
noncommercial species. The aspen on the Naval
Oil Shale Reserve is generally in a mature to over-
mature condition. Silvicultural practices are impor-
tant in the aspen type, particularly in the overma-
ture decadent stands where harvest is needed to
help perpetuate the aspen resource. Harvesting
these dying stands results in prolific sprouting from
the root system, and the aspen stand rapidly rees-
tablishes itself for another rotation.

A potential use of aspen exists for commercial
fuelwood. With the vast supply (231,890 acres and
annual harvest of 2,790 cords) and low demand,
the market conditions for fuelwood will determine
the amount of aspen actually sold. It is assumed
that demand for aspen fuelwood will slowly in-
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crease, but the annual harvest of 2,790 cords will
likely not be realized during the life of this plan.

Uniform subalpine fir stands are found on the
Naval Oil Shale Reserve and in isolated stands on
Castle Peak. The species possesses low value for
sawtimber and, consequently, is considered a
woodland species with fuelwood being a potential
commercial product. Contribution to local fuelwood
markets is presently insignificant. Domestic fuel-
wood use is locally popular with the majority of fir
gathered from national forest land.

Increasing energy costs for home heating have
resulted in an increased fuelwood demand for heat-
ing in the region. The pinyon juniper resource is a
unique iocal supply of fuelwood, as the BLM is the
lone government agency that administers a vast
amount of woodlands. The woodiands are found at
lower elevations than commercial forest lands.
Consequently, the wood cuiting and gathering
season is longer. Pinyon and juniper are both noted
for their high Btu or heat outputs. A portion of the
local public and commercial distributors depend on
the woodlands for their annual fuelwood needs.

Presently, pinyon pine is favored over juniper as
a domestic heating source. If past trends of har-
vesting only pinyon continue, a juniper monoculture
will eventually occur in the future. Woodlands man-
agement is necessary to assure a future supply of
fuelwood and postwood and also to promote the
balanced use of pinyon-juniper products. With the
increased demands for commercial and domestic
fuelwood, utilization of aspen and sublapine fir will
be increasingly important.

Benefits of Forest Management

Forest management can play-a significant role in
maintaining healthy productive stands. The declin-
ing health and vigor of many forest stands, result-
ing in mortality, decay, and susceptability to insect
and disease problems, is a primary reason for
forest management. Mortality, decay, insects, and
diseases in the forest are a natural occurrence
aimed at renewing the forest stands, but this loss
of the merchantable timber and fuelwood resources
is economically wasteful. The timber industry is
needed in the forest to help the managers regulate
and improve the health and conditions of the
stands, thereby ensuring a forest resource and
products supply for the future.

A properly managed forest can benefit the var-
ious other resources found in the forest. The major-
ity of present forest stands are mature or overma-
ture. With forest management, a more balanced
age class distribution would occur that would in-
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clude stands of all ages. This balance of age class
would benefit most wildlife species. The importance
of water in the region is a concern as demand for
water increases and the available water supply re-
mains stable. Timber harvest has been shown to in-
crease water yield under certain conditions, particu-
larly in the subalpine coniferous forests through
small clearcuts. Fuelwood gathering can help
reduce fuel loadings in the forest while providing an
alternate heating source for homes. Access roads
built for timber sales can increase accessibility to
public land for dispersed recreational uses.

RECREATION RESOURCES

The resource area is located in a region noted
for its recreational opportunities. The resorts at
Aspen and Vail, the eight designated wildernesses,
the mountain scenery, excellent fishing, big-game
hunting, and floatboating attract visitors from
throughout the nation and characterize the region
as a destination vacation area. In addition, major
transportation corridors such as Interstate 70 allow
for transient and spontaneous recreational use.
These factors have produced a recreational indus-
try that is the major component of the economy
throughout most of the resource area. Demands for
recreation are expected to increase, especially if
rapid population growth from energy and ski area
development in and near the resource area contin-
ues.

Distinct differences in the amount and types of
recreational use exist between national forest and
public lands. Presently, national forest land receives
most of the use in the region, especially by nonlo-
cal users, with skiing, hunting, fishing, backpacking,
camping, and off-road vehicle driving the activities
generating the most use. Public land generally re-
ceives less use. However, public land is important
in providing floatboating and big-game hunting op-
portunities and in providing local residents with rec-
reational opportunities close to the population cen-
ters of the resource area. The differences in use
and use patterns occur largely because (1) some
national forest areas such as Aspen and the
Maroon Bells are nationally recognized whereas re-
sources on public land are not well known and (2)
national forest land is more easily accessible than
public land that is scattered and has limited public
access.

The activities that generate the most use on
public land are floatboating, hunting, fishing, and
off-road vehicle driving. Over 91,000 recreation
days of floatboating occurred in the region in 1980,
primarily on the Colorado and Roaring Fork Rivers
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with less recorded on the Eagle and Crystal Rivers.
Floatboating is economically important since about
73 percent of the 1980 use was through commer-
cial rafting companies. The upper Colorado River
between Pumphouse and Dotsero (partially within
the Kremmling Resource Area) is the most impor-
tant river segment to the BLM because the greatest
amount of public land is along this segment. In
1980, this area received the second largest amount
of use (44,644 recreation days) of the ten major
floatboating rivers in Colorado and generated 19
percent (approximately $4,315,000) of the total
whitewater boating expenditures in the state (about
half of the expenditures in the region).

Big-game hunting is concentrated on Castle
Peak, the Battlements, and the Naval OQil Shale Re-
serve, with lesser amounts of use occurring in the
Hack Lake, Hardscrabble, Horse Mountain, and
Divide Creek areas. Almost 41,000 visitor days of
use occur annually on public land accounting for
about 30 percent of the total expenditures associat-
ed with this activity in the area. Deer and elk are
the most important species and attract 97 percent
of the big-game hunting use.

Annual fishing use is estimated to be about 4,200
visitor days. Over 90 percent of this use is on the
Eagle, Roaring Fork, Fryingpan, and upper Colora-
do Rivers. Of this amount, about half occurs on the
upper Colorado River alone.

Information on the amount and extent of off-road
vehicle use is difficult to estimate because the use
is dispersed and also supplementary to other activi-
ties such as hunting. In addition, the majority of
snowmobile use on public land is associated with
access to higher elevations on national forest land.
Combined four-wheel drive, motorcycle, and snow-
mobile use is estimated at 4,800 visitor-use days
per year.

Other activities that have lesser amounts of use
directly attributable to public land are camping,
nature study and environmental education, and
general sightseeing.

Public land in the resource area contains a
number of recreationally significant areas and fea-
tures. Thompson Creek, a proposed natural envi-
ronment area, contains geological, ecological, and
cultural resources that are well suited to environ-
mental education. Deep Creek Canyon is noted for
its scenic beauty and also has a significant concen-
tration of caves. The upper Colorado River is the
most intensively used area in the resource area
and offers a wide variety of activities including float-
boating, fishing, camping, picnicking, and sightsee-
ing. Primitive types of recreation including hiking,
backpacking, and camping are available in the
Hack Lake, Bull Gulch, and Castie Peak areas.
Geological features that have significant interpretive
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‘potentials include the Dotsero Crater, Sweetwater

Fold, the oil shale formation in the Wasatch Forma-
tion, and the Grand Hogback.

Two areas have been identified by the state of
Colorado’s - Natural History Program as potential
natural areas. The areas are Dotsero Crater and
the Eagle Valley Evaporite Formation. Dotsero

-Crater exhibits a unique example of recent volcanic
-activity with a large exposed undercore and an as-

sociated small lava flow. This area is partly on pri-
vate fand and is currently being mined for scoria
under valid mining claims. The Eagle Valley Evapor-
ite Formation is a geologic feature associated with
highly eroded gypsum soils and sparse vegetation.
It is large in acreage and contains some interesting
erosion formations on private land near Interstate
70 north of Gypsum, Colorado.

Past BLM recreation planning methods focused
primarily on recreational activities, especially
amounts of use and use areas, and on recreational
features such as geological sites. The BLM and U.

'S. Forest Service have adopted a new inventory,
‘evaluation, and management system called the

recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS). The
premise of the ROS is that users demand not only
a variety of recreational opportunities but also cer-
tain environments or settings in which to recreate.
These settings have an influence on the activity,
the recreational experience, and the satisfaction
that is gained. For example, camping in a camp-
ground is totally different from camping in a remote
area and would result in a different type of experi-
ence. The types of settings that exist in an area
result from the physical character of the area, the
managerial controls imposed on the visitor, and
social interactions that affect the experience. The
ROS defines a spectrum of settings ranging from
primitive (such as a wilderness) to urban (such as a

.city park). The supply and demand of both activities

and settings must be analyzed to obtain the total
picture of recreational opportunities. Existing set-
tings in the resource area and in the White River
National Forest have been inventoried and identi-
fied. Table 4-12 shows the approximate inventoried
acreage of settings both on public and national
forest lands. In addition, information collected on

visitors’ preferences for settings associated with

various activities indicates most users desire more
primitive settings—those settings that are natural in
character, have few management restrictions, and
have limited social contacts. However, preferences

for some specific activities are nearly equal for set-

tings ranging from primitive to semi-primitive motor-
ized or roaded natural.
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Table 4-12. Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Settings
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Settings (acres)
Semi- ;
Area e Semi- .
- primitive et Roaded Semi-
Primitive | " Non- NFl)gtrg:-tigleed Natural | urbam | Urban
motorized
Public Land
Garfield Capability Unit.....c.cccoeciicccnieereeecsienceee 0 11,086 106,886 ; 108,192 11,561 174
Roaring Fork Capability Unit........c..ccccourcerercerremimnimnmnninnesnisissnnanes 0 3,709 27,411 24,579 8,178 372
Eagle-Vail Capability Unit..........coccummmiiniiiciinireieeeneeeeeceeetcee 0 0 47,750 10,153 6,144 101
King Mountain Capability Unit ..........cocemiecrenee 722 3,829 52,697 20,633 2,370 0
Castle Peak Capability Unit...... 0 15,711 79,331 19,751 4,792 0
SUDLOLAL ...ttt sen s essrs s bbb s 722 34,345 314,075 | 183,208 | 33,045 647
National Forest Land
White River National Forest.......c.ccovevvvnicinnncniinnienesercccenee, 477,330 863,740 500,060 | 295,490 90,920 | 45,460
TOAl .o e 478,052 898,085 814,135 | 478,698 | 123,965 | 46,107
1Also called rural
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC Population

CONDITIONS

Following is a discussion of the general social
and economic conditions in the Glenwood Springs
Resource Area. Greater detail and more extensive
discussion of the area’s economy, social setting,
and land uses can be found in the Social and Eco-
nomic section of the Resource Area Profile and the
Lands section of the Existing Management Situa-
tion. Both documents are on file and available for
review in the Glenwood Springs Resource Area
office.

The 1980 population of the three-county area
(Eagle, Garfield, and Pitkin Counties) was just over
46,000—two and one-half times the 1960 popula-
tion (Table 4-13). Most of the growth can be attrib-
uted to the development of a recreation and tour-
ism industry in the area, particularly the emergence
of Vail and Aspen as major ski resorts. Additional
growth in recent years has been the result of explo-
ration for and development of energy minerals. In
addition to Aspen and Vail, other major population
centers are Carbondale, Glenwood Springs, and
Rifle.

Table 4-13. Glenwood Springs Resource Area Population
(1960 to 1980)

Percent Increase
Place 1960 1970 1980 1960- | 1970- | 1960-
70 80 80
EAGIe COUNLY ...ttt sttt e s 4,677 7,498 13,320 60 78 182
Garfield County.... 12,017 14,821 22,514 23 52 87
Pitkin County.......c..cccovvucs 2,381 6,185 10,388 160 67 334
Three-county Area Total ... 19,075 28,504 46,172 49 61 141
COlOTAUD ...t reresi et seneeeres et s s s e re s n et sas e sorecrerser et esoavavanaen 1,763,947 | 2,209,596 | 2,888,834 26 31 65

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census

Resident population figures understate the
impact of people on the resource area. Studies in
Eagle and Pitkin Counties indicate that the tourist
population during the peak of the ski season is
12,000 in the Vail area and 18,000 in Pitkin County.
These figures suggest a peak population of ap-
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proximately 75,000 that must be accommodated by
the area’s services and facilities.

Ski area development is continuing with the de-
velopment of the Beaver Creek resort in eastern
Eagle County. Other planned developments include
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Adam’s Rib, south of the town of Eagle, Little Annie
and Burnt Mountain in Pitkin County, and the Rifle
Ski Area in Garfield County. OQil shale related
growth near Parachute until recently was causing
rapid population increases between Silt and DeBe-
que. A new town, Battlement Mesa, was under con-
struction. However, with the demise of the Colony
project and several smaller oil shale projects, only
the first stage of the Union Oil project is still under-
way. The future still holds the potential for oil shale
projects by Exxon, Chevron, Mobil Oil, and other
companies.

Even without development of the planned ski
areas or the oil shale projects, population in the
three-county area is expected to be 65,000 in the
year 2000—a 40 percent increase. If those projects
should come to be, the area’s population in the
year 2000 could be 83,000. The greater part of any
additional growth would be near the towns of Eagle
and Parachute or Rifle.

Employment and Income

The economy of the Glenwood Springs Resource
Area is dominated by businesses that serve the
recreation and tourism industry—restaurants,
motels, ski areas, and recreation equipment stores.
Of the 47 largest employers in the resource area in
1978, 16 were hotels or motels, 13 were restau-
rants, and 5 were ski areas. Only 4 firms were en-
gaged in manufacturing or commodity production—
2 coal companies, a gas production firm, and a
sawmill that has since gone out of business. Agri-
culture represents a small and decreasing portion
of the economy.

The economy is also characterized by a strong
element of seasonality and a lack of diversity. Total
employment in May is often 20 percent less than
the January peak. Hunting activity provides some
protection against a seasonal decline in the fall be-
tween the busier summer and winter seasons.

The retail trade and service industries are the
largest employers in the resource area (Fig. 4-2).
Together they supplied jobs to 12,701 of the
25,424 employed workers in 1978, just 50 percent.
Nationally, only 32 percent of all workers are em-

sign of the economy’s lack of diversity is that the
next largest categories of employees were the self-
employed and government workers. Coal miners
make up a significant portion of the work force in
the Carbondale/Glenwood Springs area. Oil shale

Total personal income in 1980 is estimated at
$344.4 million. Distribution by sector mirrors the
pattern of employment with one major exception
(Fig. 4-3). Aimost 21 percent of the area’s personal
income is from dividends, interest, and rent. This is
half again as much as the 14 percent nationally

“that is derived from these sources.

Livestock Industry

Although livestock production has been replaced
as the major economic activity by recreation and

. tourism, it retains an important role in the area. In

addition to the reliance placed on it by ranch fami-
lies, livestock production gives the area the rural

- western character that attracts tourists. It is viewed

by some residents as an effective buffer between
resort areas and energy development areas. More-

- over, much of the area’s big game population relies

on crucial winter range located on ranchland that

. may be suitable for development. Maintenance of

those lands as ranches will assure their continued
availability as crucial winter range.

Of the more than 25,000 employed in the re-
source area in 1978, about 900 (3.5 percent) were
employed in agriculture, primarily in ranching, either
as proprietors or as hired labor. The number has
been declining for some time and can be expected
to continue to do so. Services and sales to ranches
and ranch employees support employment of an-
other 450 persons, 1.8 percent of the area’s total
employment.

Income generated directly by ranch ownership

~ and labor amounted to just over $7 million in 1978,

2 percent of the three-county area’s total personal
income. That $7 million indirectly stimulated an-
other $3.5 million in income throughout the local
economy.

Ranching’s contribution to local public revenue is
of the same magnitude. Agriculture property as-
sessments in the three counties of $12 million
amount to 3.3 percent of total assessed value.

Currently, 168 ranch operators hold BLM grazing

~ permits or leases. Their average use of public land

projects employed as many as 3,500 in early 1982. -

The recent slowdown of several oil shale projects
has considerably reduced that figure.
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forage has been 37,488 animal-unit months
(AUMs), which amounts to about 7 percent of their

ployed in the retail trade and service sectors. A . total forage need (Table 4-14).

Table 4-14. Dependency on Public Land Forage

Number
Dependency {(percent) of
Ranches
O-T0 it ceeeteeeteere e e e e et et see e e s mnbesen e seaasaraeasesans 123
LI = ¢ T VOO SO 28
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FIGURE 4-2

EMPLOYMENT BY SECTOR
TOTAL: 25424

PROPRIETORS 3,406

/ "\ CONSTRUCTION 1919
\ / \__FINANCE, INSURANCE

1,676 )
5%  |servios soas & REAL ESTATE

| OTHER 2816
GOVERNMENT 2906
265% / RETAIL TRADE 6735

FIGURE 4-3

PERSONAL INCOME BY SOURCE
TOTAL: $344.4 MILLION

CONSTRUCTION $31.4 MIL:

TRANSFER PAYMENTS $28.5 MIL:

DIVIDENDS, INTEREST & RENT \ 206%
$70.9 MIL:
GOVERNMENT $29.1 MIL:

FINANCE, INSURANCE &

REAL ESTATE $19.2 MIL:

\ OTHER $483 MIL-  /
) OTHER INCLUDES A RESIDENCY ADJUSTMENT FACTOR

C SOURCE: DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS
REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM APRIL 1980
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Social and Economic Conditions

Table 4-14. Dependency on Public Land Forage—

Continued
Number
Dependency (percent) of

Ranches

7

6

1

3

168

More than half of the ranches are relatively small
(less than 450 head) with low or negative net rev-
enues (Table 4-15). (The methodology used to
evaluate the economic performance of area
ranches is described in Appendix J, DEIS.)

Table 4-15. Ranch Size, Public Land Forage and income

Aver- Gross Revenue Net Revenue (dollars)
Number | Total age {dollars)
Model Cattle Sheep of BLM BLM

Ranches | AUMs ﬁLsJé\fl Total Average Total Average
<149 68 5,920 87 1,590,452 23,389 | —1,075,692 —15,819
150-449 47 8,560 182 2,505,617 53,311 —207,082 4,406
450-749 14 5,053 361 1,414,336 | 101,024 345,716 24,694
750-1,999 12 8,598 717 2,788,080 | 232,340 185,436 15,453
>2,000 2 1,772 886 1,383,934 | 691,967 509,144 254,572
<1,399 < 9 2,828 314 1,335,825 | 231,252 405,054 45,006
>1,400 | >1,750 4 1,169 292 925,008 | 739,734 1,055,132 263,783
0-6,000 12 3,809 317 8,876,808 | 148,425 629,628 52,469
................... 168 | 37,709 224 20,819,951 | 123,928 1,847,336 10,996

Source: Bartlett, E. T., R. G. Taylor, and J. R. McKean 1979. /mpacts: oi Fe'_dera/Graz/ng on thé }_-;&b-r;omy b/ Co/on;do Fort Collins,

Colorado State University.

Note: The methodology used to derive revenue estimates is described in Appendix J (DEIS).

'Average 5-year licensed use.

The estimated gross revenue of ranches with
permits or leases is $21 million which supports an-
other $10.5 million in sales throughout the area’s
economy. The estimated net revenue of $1.8 mil-
lion supports additional local income of about $1.9
million. Total net revenue masks the $1.3 million
negative net revenue for the two smallest ranch
sizes.

Land Use

The development of private land in the resource
area reflects the historic pattern of agricultural set-
tlement and, to a lesser extent, the presence of
mineral resources. The primary determinant of the
shifting land ownership pattern, from large agricul-
tural land holdings to small residential lots, has
been the growth of the commercial recreation in-
dustry. The potential for oil shale development has
been a major factor in the rapid transition of land
use in Garfield County from agricultural use to resi-
dential, commercial, and industrial development.
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Land speculation and housing construction have
become major factors in the region’s economy.
Table 4-16 shows the current private land uses by
county within the resource area.

Social Setting

The resource area has traditionally been easily
divided into two sections based upon the type of
growth and development occurring in each section.
The eastern section, made of up Eagle, Pitkin, and
that portion of Garfield County including and east of
Glenwood Springs, has been dominated by the es-
tablishment of a ski and tourism industry. The west-
ern section, made up of the remainder of Garfield
County, owes its growth mostly to energy mineral
development (coal and oil shale). The social envi-
ronment in each section has therefore been signifi-
cantly different.

The recreation industry in the eastern section
emerged and developed over some 30 years, al-
lowing for planned growth and sufficient time for
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Table 4-16. Land Uses in the Glenwood Springs Resource Area

(in acres)
Private Land
Public .
County Land Resi Industrial/ | , . Total
- y gricultural ;
dential* Co(r:?arﬂer (Intensive)? Grazing

274,120 42,094 11,026 61,002 | 285,763 674,005
229,279 29,698 11,815 20,564 | 106,230 397,586
26,867 21,055 13,786 9,726 28,825 100,259
27,227 0 120 8,231 51,614 87,192
8,229 0 0 2,560 8,716 19,505
320 0 0 0 639 959
566,042 92,847 36,747 102,083 | 481,787 | 1,279,506

!Includes all plotted subdivisions, approved and unapproved.
2Includes all commercial recreation sites.

sincludes irrigated pastureland, meadowland, and irrigated and non-irrigated cropland.

the social structure to adapt to changes in the eco-
nomic and social/political environment of the soci-
ety. Long-time residents had the opportunity to
adjust to changes gradually. Even with the dramatic
increase in the number of ski areas and other rec-
reational activity uses in the area over the past 15
years, social change was manageable because it
was predictable and residents felt secure in their
ability to adapt to changes.

The social environment that emerged in the
western section as a consequence of the mineral
development there is typical of all energy boom
areas. Social changes occurred very rapidly, allow-
ing little or no time for residents or communities to
respond. Impacts on social institutions (economy,
political structure, social hierarchy), social services,
and community facilities happened so suddenly
little planning or adaptation was possible. Both
communities and residents had to reformulate their
social positions after changes had occurred. This
type of social change is much more difficult to
accept socially and psychologically because of its
demand for immediate readjustment. The recent
slow down and closure of several energy develop-
ment projects in this area, while creating an eco-
nomic slump and financial difficulties for local resi-
dents, will provide time for more comprehensive
planning of future developments.

Aside from the absolute number of new people
moving in at any one time, another factor that has
greatly affected the character of the two sections in
the resource area is the type of people who were
attracted by the two distinct industries. The ski in-
dustry, until recently, has been a hobby of the very
wealthy whereas mine construction crews have
tended to be biue collar in origin. The mixture of
these two groups of people along with the long-
time, small-town, rural residents has resulted in.a
comfortable blend of old, traditional values and
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standards with more urban expectations and tastes.
The end result is that the resource area has a
much more cosmopolitan flavor than one would
expect in an area so geographically isolated.

The factors that contribute to the quality of life
and social well-being of the area are the abun-
dance and variety of recreational opportunities
available, the outstanding visual quality of the area,
the potential for acquiring seasonal employment,
and the rural, open-space character of the area. Al-
though the growth of the area and transition of the
society from traditional rural to a more palitically lib-
eral and urban continues, the importance of the
above factors along with ranching, its lifestyle, and
associated value system should not be underesti-
mated. These variables underlie the characteristic
charm and allure of the area.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Archaeological Resources

Two percent (27,495 acres) of public land in the
Glenwood Springs Resource Area has been inven-
toried for cultural resource occurrence. To date,
about 500 sites have been recorded. Thirty-four of
these sites appear o be eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places.

Of the 491 recorded sites, 88 are high priority,
112 are moderate priority, and 235 are low priority
sites. These priorities determine how a site should
be managed. Site priorities indicate a site’s poten-
tial for contributing data and explain its function or
uniqueness.



Paleontological Resources

Types of sites that have been located include
lithic scatters, hunting sites, kill/butchering sites,
hunting racks, quarry sites, temporary camps, ex-
tended camps, pit houses, wikiups, granaries, cists,
process areas, burial sites, petroglyph-pictograph
panels, trails, race tracks, vapor caves, and isolated
artifacts.

These resources were used during the past
10,000 to 15,000 years by peoples of the Paleo-
Indian stage, Desert Archaic and Fremont cultures,
and the Ute Indians.

Historic Resources

Two hundred twenty-five (225) historic sites have
been recorded within the resource area. However,
only 82 sites, none of which are eligible for inclu-
sion in the register, are located on public land.

the few known geologic formations within west cen-
tral Colorado where abundant vertebrate fossils are
exposed on or near the earth’s surface. Here fos-
sils unique to the Rocky Mountain Region are ex-

- posed in five faunal zones within 5,500 feet of sedi-

Trails, forts, toll and wagon roads, hotels, resorts, .

bridges, homesteads, ranches, railroads, towns,
mines, mills, and schools are the types of sites that
have been recorded. These sites are associated
with farming, ranching, mining, commerce, and ex-
ploration activities that occurred between the 19th
and 20th centuries.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Fossils occur in many geologic formations
throughout the resource area. These formations
have been classified to indicate the likelihood of
significant (vertebrate fossils of scientific interest)
fossil occurrence.

Class I. Areas that are known or are likely to pro-
duce abundant significant fossils that are vulnerable
to surface-disturbing activities.

Class Il. Areas that show evidence of fossils but .

are unlikely to produce abundant significant fossils.

Class lil. Areas that are unlikely to produce fos-
sils.

These classifications determine the procedures
to be followed prior to the granting of a paleonto-

logical clearance to proceed with a project. Class |
areas require a BLM survey prior to surface disturb-
ance. Class Il and Class il areas do not require
surveys; however, mitigation measures are taken to
protect any significant fossil finds.

The Wasatch Formation is the only Class | area'

in the resource area. it covers about 80,800 acres
of outcrops in the Garfield Capability Unit. The Wa-
satch Formation is important because it is one of
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ment. These fossils are scientifically important be-
cause the specimens occur as isolated fragments,
rarely as whole skeletons, and, therefore, represent
a very small population of a given taxonomic group.
To recognize a species, more than one specimen is
necessary for identification. The large sample size
is necessary to determine the amount of natural
variation within a species. To date, approximately
400 specimens representing 40 taxa have been
found in each faunal zone. Most of the specimens
are fragments (teeth, jaws, partial skulls, and limb
bones) of early vertebrates. These specimens
range from large (9 feet) hoofed carnivorous mam-
mals to small reptiles. Among the species are small
early horses, rhinoceroses, birds, rare primates, and
crocodiles.

WILDERNESS VALUES

In the BLM’s intensive wilderness inventory, com-
pleted in November 1980, four units in the resource
area were found to possess wilderness characteris-
tics and were identified as wilderness study areas
(WSAs). These areas were Eagle Mountain (CO-
070-392), Hack Lake (CO-070-425), Bull Guich
(CO-070-430), and Castle Peak (CO-070-433). The
decision to identify Castle Peak and not to identify
Pisgah Mountain (CO-070-421) as a WSA was pro-
tested and subsequently appealed to the Interior
Board of Land Appeals. In a ruling on November
17, 1981, the Interior Board of Land Appeals af-
firmed the BLM'’s decision on both units.

On December 30, 1982, an amendment of wilder-
ness inventory decisions eliminated the WSA status
of Eagle Mountain and Hack Lake because they
are less than 5,000 acres in size. The amendment
also eliminated 636 acres of Bull Guilch because it
is split-estate land (federal surface—nonfederal
subsurface ownership) and does not qualify for wil-
derness study under Section 603 of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
(FLPMA)). However, this amendment stated that,
when authorized by the BLM State Director, affect-
ed areas would be considered for other forms of
protective management including wilderness con-
sideration under Section 202 of FLPMA. Thus, the
original four WSAs in the resource area are still
under consideration for wilderness designation.

Section 603 of FLPMA mandated protection of
WSAs until Congress makes its decisions on the
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areas. Current BLM policy is to similarly protect
areas being considered for wilderness designation
under Section 202 of FLPMA.

The Eagle Mountain WSA (approximately 330
acres) is located northwest of Snowmass Village in
Pitkin County. It is too small to be considered for
wilderness designation by itself but could be added
to the adjacent Maroon Bells-Snowmass Wilder-
ness (174,329 acres) administered by the White
River National Forest. The Eagle Mountain WSA
possesses a.high degree of naturainess but does
not offer outstanding opportunities for solitude or
primitive and unconfined recreation by itself. It is,
however, a logical extension of the Maroon Bells-
Snowmass Wilderness and, thus, shares the very
high quality opportunities for both values present in
the existing wilderness.

The Hack Lake WSA (approximately 3,360 acres)
is located in Eagle and Garfield Counties about 15
miles northeast of Dotsero. It also is too small to
be considered for wilderness by itself but could be
added to the Flat Tops Wilderness, also adminis-
tered by the White River National Forest. A few
minor imprints of man exist within the WSA; howev-
er, a primeval character has been retained. The
outstanding opportunities for solitude, primitive, and
unconfined recreation available within the the Hack
Lake WSA are further enhanced by the opportuni-
ties provided in the adjoining 235,230 acres of ex-
isting wilderness. Hack Lake contains several spe-
cial features, including wildlife, scenic, geological,
ecological, and cultural values.

The Bull Gulch WSA (approximately 14,364
acres) is located along the Colorado River between
Dotsero and McCoy in Eagle County. Only minor
modifications of man that have a negligible influ-
ence on the overall high quality of naturalness exist
within the Bull Gulch WSA. The vegetation and
steep, rugged topography provide numerous oppor-
tunities for isolation and seclusion. Interesting geo-
logical formations, diverse terrain, a wide range of
wildlife, and extreme ecological transition contribute
to many high quality recreational opportunities and
also provide supplemental values. This WSA is the
only area with wilderness potential in the resource
area that contains a landform/ecosystem type dif-
ferent from that in the existing wildernesses in the
local region.

The Castle Peak WSA (approximately 11,940
acres) is located about 10 miles north of Eagle in
Eagle County. Because of the distribution and
screening of imprints of man, a visitor will perceive
the Castle Peak WSA as being primarily natural but
will be reminded that man is a frequent visitor. The
dense forest that covers much of the WSA and the
topography are barriers to sights and sounds inside
and outside of the area. The diverse terrain and
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vegetation, numerous wildlife, the trail network, and
geological and scenic features provide for a wide
variety of recreational activities. The scenic and
ecological features are supplemental values and in-
clude Castle Peak—the most prominent geologic
feature in the WSA and the Eagle River Valley.

The study phase of the BLM’'s wilderness review
process for these four WSAs is being accomplished
through the resource management plan environ-
mental impact statement process. This study evalu-
ates the wilderness values along with other re-
source values to determine the most appropriate
management and use of each WSA. After comple-
tion of the resource management plan, the prelimi-
nary recommendations on the suitability or nonsui-
tability of each WSA for designation as wilderness
will be compiled in a study report and submitted to
the President and to Congress. Congress will make
the final decision as to whether or not each WSA
will be designated as wilderness.

Existing designated wildernesses in Colorado
consist of 2,676,540 acres in 27 areas. Eight of
these wildernesses totaling 997,824 acres are in
close proximity of the Glenwood Springs Resource
Area. These existing wildernesses are expected to
reach their recreational carrying capacities some-
time between the years 2000 and 2010 according
to local and state-wide estimates.

VISUAL RESOURCES

Visual resources are the combinations of land-
form, water, color, cultural, vegetative, and other
features that characterize landscapes. To deter-
mine how the visual resources should be managed,
the visual resource management program has been
developed as a system for classifying and manag-
ing landscapes. This system, explained in BLM
Manual 8400, places landscape units into visual re-
source management classes that indicate the over-
all significance of the visual environment and estab-
lish management objectives for determining the
degree of acceptable visual change within a land-
scape (the classes are defined in the Glossary).
The management objectives for an area are used
to evaluate the visual compatibility of a proposed
project and to determine if mitigation measures are
needed to reduce or eliminate visual impacts. Exist-
ing visual resource management classes have been
identified within the resource area and are shown
on Map 3-29 (DEIS Map Addendum). Table 4-17
shows the approximate acreage of public land in
the existing classes by capability unit. These
classes will have to be analyzed and adopted
through the resource management plan.
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Table 4-17. Existing Visual Resource Management Classes

(in acres)
Tentative Visual Resource Management Classes

Capability Unit Class| | Class Il | Class lll | Class IV | Class V
(preser- (reten- (partial (modifi- | (rehabili-

vation) tion) retention) | cation) tation)
GBI ...ttt s e st s se st e st b sss b e bt s bt sasatsessenesennebeanenens 0 98,691 49,702 87,752 1,664
ROAMNG FOTK ...t ass s s sasssansss s snas 0 43,882 11,758 8,609 0
EAQIE-VAIl .......ooererrecerrerernresr et ssanssn s ess e snsass st st sene 0 30,534 19,822 13,792 0
King MOUNIN.....c.cocoverernrcrmenmmensssesisisssmesieesens 0 49,354 13,081 17,816 0
Castle Peak 0 60,630 11,599 47,356 0
TOMAL ...t s s s b s bene s s ettt ettt ea e bR e R e s bt ne Rk asasaseas 0| 283,091 105,962 | 175,325 1,664

Three major visual components are inventoried
and evaluated in the determination of visual re-
source management classes: scenic quality, visual
sensitivity, and distance zones.

Scenic Quality

Scenic quality is defined as the degree of har-
mony, contrast, and variety that influences the
overall impression of a landscape. The resource
area contains a number of high quality scenic
areas. Six areas—the Naval Oil Shale Reserve,
Thompson Creek, Glenwood Canyon, Deep Creek
Canyon, the Colorado River between State Bridge
and Dotsero, and Bull Gulch—have exceptional
visual value because of visual variety and harmony.
Furthermore, the Thompson Creek, Deep Creek,
and Bull Gulch areas contain scenic features that
are relatively unique or rare within the physiogra-
phic region and qualify for consideration as areas
of critical environmental concern for scenic values.

Cultural modifications can affect scenic quality by
either complementing or detracting from the visual
quality of a landscape. Of greatest concern are
those modifications that have depreciated scenic
quality such as power transmission lines, gravel
pits, mines and associated developments, commu-
nication sites, off-road vehicle use areas, and dump
sites. The visual impact of some of these modifica-
tions could be reduced through rehabilitation, but
land ownership or the extent of some impacts pre-
cludes complete mitigation throughout the resource
area.

Visual Sensitivity

Visual sensitivity is the degree of public concern
toward scenic quality and toward existing or pro-

posed visual change within a landscape. Sensitivity
levels within the resource area are higher than

| what might normally be expected because of the
_ comparatively high concern most public land users

place upon the visual resources; the large volumes
of traffic on Interstate 70 and Colorado Highways
13, 82, 131, and 133; and the amount of tourism,
including the destination resorts at Aspen and Vail.
The Colorado, Eagle, Fryingpan, Roaring Fork, and

" Crystal River Valleys, Rifle Gap and Harvey Gap

Reservoirs, the Battlements, and the Roan Cliffs
are included in the high sensitivity category.

Distance Zones

Distance zones refer to the distance from an ob-
server to a landscape. This distance affects the ob-

" server's ability to detect individual landscape ele-
" ments and changes. Because of the number of

travel routes and use areas, much of the resource
area is visually accessible, with a large percentage
of these visible areas in the foreground/middle-
ground distance zone. Since areas that are closer
have a greater effect on the observer, these areas

_ require the most attention in analyzing and mitigat-
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ing visual impacts. :

Summary

The combined effects of scenic quality, sensitiv-
ity, and visual accessibility in the resource area
have resulted in a high percentage of existing
visual resource management classes with low toler-
ances for modification. Increasing pressure is being
placed on the visual resources as a result of
energy-related projects (and other developments)
and the housing, utilities, and transportation needs
associated with them. Yet, public concern is also
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increasing about protecting visual quality for open
space and scenic backgrounds for residential pur-
poses and for recreational uses.

TRANSPORTATION

Roads

Travel along roads on public land is limited by
road conditions and legal access. This situation
makes travel across public land difficult for local
residents and very difficult for visitors.

Approximately 830 miles of road are located on
public land within the resource area. Of this total,
approximately 26 miles are state and federal high-
ways that would not be significantly affected by this
environmental impact statement, 120 miles are
claimed by counties, and 684 miles are BLM roads.
Many of the roads on public land are accessible
only by private roads crossing private land, and
many of these private roads are closed to the
public.

Most roads on public land are passable only
during dry weather conditions. Of the 804 miles of
BLM and county roads inventoried on public land,
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508 miles are four-wheel drive roads, 240 miles re-
quire a high clearance vehicle, 36 miles are im-
passable, -and 20 miles are suitable for passenger
car. Very few roads across public land are regularly
maintained.

Large areas of land north of Eagle and along the
upper Colorado River between Dotsero and State
Bridge are legally inaccessible to the public. Other
important large areas of land without assured public
access lie south of Gypsum, within the Roaring
Fork Valley, adjacent to Battlement Mesa, and
north of Silt and New Castle. In most of these
areas, lack of public access also prohibits travel
through public land to national forest land. Recent-
ly, several county roads have been successfully
closed to the public by private landowners near
major development areas. This trend is likely to
continue.

Adequate public access is available to public
land near Rifle Gap Reservoir, Gibson Guich south
of Silt, Dry Lake north of Gypsum, and the Naval
Oil Shale Reserve.

Ways and Trails

Numerous ways and trails exist on public land.
Presently, no trails are maintained, and most are in-
accessible for public use.
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CHAPTER 5

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

INTRODUCTION

Chapter 5 discloses the physical, biological, social,
and economic consequences of implementing the
Proposed Plan described in Chapter 3. It discusses
only the resources that would be impacted. No im-
pacts on geology, topography, noise, and prime
and unique farmlands would result from manage-
ment actions. A comparative analysis of impacts by
resource program is included at the end of Chapter

ASSUMPTIONS AND GUIDELINES

For the purpose of analyzing the impacts of im-
plementing the Proposed Resource Management
Plan, the following assumptions were made. Please
note that assumptions were not made for all re-
source programs.

Water Quality Assumptions

In order to derive a sediment yield estimate, it
was assumed that the amount of each vegeta-
tion type actually treated by the terrestrial habi-
tat and livestock grazing management pro-
grams would be equal to the proportion of the
total acreage of each vegetation type within an
allotment that is suitable for treatment.

No more than 10 percent or 40 acres (which-
ever is greater) of the vegetation proposed for
treatment by the terrestrial habitat and live-
stock grazing management programs would be
treated in a particular watershed in a given
year.

2.

3.
suitable for treatment in an individual stand

No more than 10 percent of the aspen acreage

(not to exceed 40 acres) would be treated ina

given year, and no more than 315 acres would
be treated on a resource area wide basis in
any given year. This applies to aspen stands
greater than 10 acres in size.

Implementation of all terrestrial habitat and live-
stock grazing management vegetation manipu-
lations would take place over a 20-year period.

4.
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5. Recreational use in wilderness areas would in-
crease.

To assess the significance of sediment im-
pacts, the Northwest Colorado Council of Gov-
ernments’ 208 Plan recommendation for maxi-
mum allowable departures of stream suspend-
ed sediments was used. This is based on ad-
ministrative criteria proposed by the U. S.
Forest Service (Rosgen et. al. 1977). The al-
lowable departures in sediment yield were 25
percent for third and fourth order streams and
20 percent for fifth order streams. These de-
parture levels apply to streams designated by
the Colorado Department of Health, Water
Quality Control Commission, as Aquatic Class
1 (cold water aquatic life) and Class 2 domes-
tic water (requires treatment). If these depar-
tures were exceeded, the impact was consid-
ered significant.

6.

Sediment vyield is derived from sheet erosion
and channel erosion. Channel erosion is gener-
ally a large source of sediment but is difficult to
estimate. The analysis in this environmental
impact statement is based on changes in sedi-
ment from sheet erosion only. These figures
should be interpreted as indicating general
magnitudes of impacts and as a basis of com-
parison between alternatives rather than as
specific changes in sediment yield. Appendix H
(DEIS) details the methodology used in gener-
ating sediment yield figures.

It was assumed that water rights necessary for
the construction of projects could be acquired.

Water Yield Assumptions

Commercial forest land water yield analysis is
based on an average harvest volume of 6,700
board feet per acre of timber per year.

The terrestrial habitat and livestock grazing
management mountain brush manipulations
assume that the proportion of mountain brush
actually manipulated in an allotment and water-
shed is the same as the percentage of total
mountain brush suitable for manipulation in an
allotment and watershed.

The aspen water yield analysis is based on an
assumption that a maximum of 315 acres
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would be harvested in any one year. It is also
based on an average increase of 3 inches over
an estimated life of 5 years for the clearcuts.

Estimates for increases in water yield expected
from the various vegetation types represent
average increases expected in years of normal
precipitation. Actual increases would vary by
site condition and precipitation level.

Critical Watershed Assumption

Stipulations protecting critical watersheds from
mineral exploration and development impacts would
be included in mineral leases.

Water Rights Assumption

BLM is currently in the process of identifying all
water sources on public land which qualify as public
water reserves pursuant to the Executive Order of
April 17, 1926. The quantity of water reserved is
that necessary to meet livestock and human uses.
Water needed to support BLM programs in excess
of these needs would be applied for through the
Colorado State appropriation system on a case-by-
case basis.

Minerals Assumptions

1. Al mineral rights would be reserved on land
identified for disposal where valuable minerals
can be identified.

Conflicts between mineral resources (i.e., oil
and gas versus coal) would be resolved on a
case-by-case basis as they occur.

Aquatic Wildlife Assumptions

1. Significant increases in sediment yield would
adversely affect fisheries.

2. Upstream diversions would not dewater the
streams upon which the aquatic wildlife rely or
adequate water rights would be acquired to

protect the fisheries resource.

Vegetation regrowth would be controlled in
oakbrush and sagebrush treatment areas to
maintain water yield increases.

The condition of the riparian zone influences the
quality of the aquatic environment.

4,
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Terrestrial Wildlife Assumptions

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Wildlife introductions, reintroductions, and sup-
plementations are all discussed as introduc-
tions.

Wildlife (mule deer and elk) existing use was
based on the average of the 5-year petiod
1976-80.

No more than 10 percent or 40 acres (which-
ever is greater) of the areas proposed for
vegetation manipulation within a watershed
would be manipulated in any given year by the
terrestrial habitat or livestock grazing manage-
ment programs.

All pinyon-juniper woodland occurs in big game
winter range with the majority occurring in cru-
cial winter range.

All commercial forest land occurs in big game
summer range.

Selective cutting would result in removal of 40
percent of the trees in a stand.

Loss of any crucial winter range causes a pro-
portionate reduction in big game populations.

Colorado Division of Wildlife computerized pop-
ulation modeling program and base input data
are correct.

No more than 10 percent of the aspen acreage
suitable for treatment in an individual stand
(not to exceed 40 acres) would be treated in a
given year, and no more than 315 acres would
be treated on a resource area wide basis in
any given year. This applies to aspen stands
greater than 10 acres in size.

Roads would be avoided along major ridge-
lines, on straight stretches over Y% mile in
length, in elk calving areas, in meadows, and in
other natural forest openings.

Specific harvest operations would be carried
out in the shortest time and disturb the least
amount of area possible.

BLM computerized forage allocation program
and base input data are correct.

Long-term impacts would occur over a 10-year
period. Short-term impacts would occur within
a 5-year period.

The Colorado Division of Wildlife can success-
fully control big game populations on a game
management unit basis.

All vegetation manipulation acreage proposed
for the resource area could be accomplished
within visual resource management guidelines.



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Assumptions and Guidelines

All land identified for disposal would lose its
value as habitat for big game. Disposals would
occur over a 10-year period.

Commercial forest land wouid be harvested
on a 90- to 120-year rotation; pinyon-juniper
woodland, on a 230-year rotation; and aspen
woodland, on a 70-year rotation.

Some big game crucial winter range on private

land would be lost. This loss would increase
the big game forage demand on public land by
approximately 6 percent over the next ten
years if total big game populations are to be
maintained.

Short-term area-wide impacts were considered
significant if forage fell 5 percent or more short
of meeting existing big game population needs.

Long-term area-wide impacts from land tenure

adjustments were considered significant if ad-
justments resulted in big game crucial winter
range losses of 5 percent or more.

Livestock Grazing Assumptions

Assessment of vegetation-related impacts were
based on expectations of near normal annual
climate. Severe climate variations could drasti-
cally alter vegetation responses.

Vegetation manipulations would be implement-
ed over a 20-year period.

All vegetation manipulation acreage proposed
for allotments could be accomplished within
visual resource management objectives.

No more than 10 percent or 40 acres (which-
ever is greater) of the areas proposed for
vegetation manipulation within a watershed
could be manipulated in any given year by the
terrestrial habitat or livestock grazing manage-
ment programs. :

implementation of actions would be monitored
and evaluated to adjust management as nec-
essary based on increased data availability.

Livestock operators would have up to 5 years
to adjust their ranching operations to coincide
with any adjusted livestock use. Final levels of
grazing use would be based on forage use
studies, actual use reports, climate, and, possi-
bly, apparent trend (see Chap. 3, Description of
the Proposed Plan, Livestock Grazing Manage-
ment).

The difference between projected and initial al-
locations was based on forage increases from
vegetation manipulation projects by various re-
sources. Additional forage realized by fuelwood

8.

cutting, for instance, with forage accruing to
livestock, would reduce the number of acres
per allotment manipulated by the livestock
grazing program to meet objectives.

Water rights could be acquired to support graz-
ing use.

Vegetation Assumptions

2.

Near normal annual climate conditions were as-
sumed, as severe variations could drastically
alter anticipated vegetation responses.

Annual acreages harvested or manipulated
were based on annual allowable harvest for
forest management and 10 percent or 40 acres
(whichever is greater) of the areas within a wa-
tershed proposed for terrestrial habitat and
livestock grazing management vegetation ma-
nipulation projects.

No more than 10 percent of the aspen acreage
suitable for treatment in an individual stand
(not to exceed 40 acres) would be treated in a
given year, and no more than 315 acres would
be treated on a resource area wide basis in
any given year. This applies to aspen stands
greater than 10 acres in size.

'Forestry Assumption
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impacts of interim management for wilderness

study areas were not addressed. The impacts of in-
terim management on. forest management exceed
those identified, since 18,000 acres of the forest
land base would be excluded from management
until Congress makes wilderness designation deci-
sions (at least 6 years).

Recreation Resources Assumptions

Other than acquisition of legal access to public
land, proposed management actions would not
significantly affect the amount of visitor use or
use trends. Thus, only the impacts of legal
access acquisitions on visitor use were dis-
cussed. It was further assumed that many
changes in use would result from displacement
of use from other areas in the region. These
impacts were discussed in general terms under
the assumption that all proposed legal access
would be acquired. Because several resource
programs have proposed legal access that



Environmental Consequences

would have cumulative impacts on recreation, Livestock Grazing

all such acquisitions were discussed in the Im-

pacts from Transportation Management and 1.

Cumuiative Impacts on Recreation Resources

sections. P
2. Management actions or projects that would .

have short-term impacts (3 to 5 years) exceed-

ing the management objectives for a recreation

opportunity spectrum (ROS) class were not 9

considered significant as long as the actions or
projects would conform to the management
objectives in the long term (5 to 20 years) after
implementation.

3. Because of the variety and supply of ROS set-

The initial forage allocations would be verified
by a monitoring program.

Implementation of forage improvement projects
would proceed on schedule with the results in-
dicated by the potential livestock forage alloca-
tion numbers.

The ranch models used in the economic evalu-
ation of management proposals are accurate
representations of actual ranching operations
in the resource area (see Appendix J, DEIS).

tings available in the White River National  Terrestrial Wildlife

Forest, any proposed class changes on public

land would have minimal effect on the supply 1.

and variety of classes in the region, assuming
the classes in the White River National Forest
remain the same or do not change dramatical-

ly.

2.
4. Reductions of primitive and semi-primitive non-
motorized ROS classes on public land would
have some adverse impacts because inventory
information shows an overall high preference

tor these types of settings. However, the 3

impact would be low because of the large
supply of these settings in the region. This
preference information also indicates that re-
ductions or increases in other ROS classes

cannot be termed as adverse or beneficial as 4

long as sufficient supplies of each class are
available to provide a variety of setting oppor-
tunities.

5. Changes in ROS classes would affect the set-
tings and thus the recreational experience op-
portunities available in the areas where the
changes occur (see Appendix E, DEIS, for the
description of experience opportunities for
each class). However, inventory information on
setting preferences for the major activities that
occur in the affected areas indicates the im-
pacts of the changes on experience opportuni-

ties would be insignificant. 2

Social and Economic Conditions
Assumptions

Water Yield

Demand for water would continue to grow and be
in excess of water supply throughout the western
United States.
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1.

Proposed forage improvement projects would
proceed on schedule with the results as indi-
cated by the potential big game forage alloca-
tion numbers.

During the life of the plan, development of pri-
vate land in the resource area would reduce
crucial deer and elk winter ranges by about 6
percent. Crucial winter range on public land is
the only alternative source of forage.

in the long term, the forage available for big
game on crucial winter range, big game popu-
lation levels, and the amount of recreational
use of big game would all be proportional.

Expenditures for wildlife-related recreation
would be as specified in the Recreation and
Wildlife portions of the Existing Management
Situation (on file and available for review in the
Glenwood Springs Resource Area office).

Forestry

Sufficient regional demand would exist to
permit sale and harvest of 3 million board feet
of timber from public land each year. An unlim-
ited demand for fuelwood would continue.

Through the life of the plan, stumpage values
would average $25 per thousand board feet;
commercial lumber prices would average $350
per thousand board feet; and commercial fuel-
wood prices would average $150 per cord for
pinyon-juniper and $70 per cord for aspen and
subalpine fir.

Fuelwood sales would be split evenly between
commercial cutters and the public.
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Wilderness Values

Because of the small acreage involved, wilder-
ness designation on public land would not signifi-
cantly affect wilderness visitor use or use trends in
the local region. Economic impacts would be un-
quantifiable.

Land Tenure Management

Disposal of identified tracts of land would be dis-
persed over the life of the plan if necessary to dif-
fuse adverse economic impacts.

Wilderness Assumptions

1. In determining the suitability of each wilderness
study area for wilderness designation, other re-
source recommendations were analyzed as
though the BLM’s [Interim Management
Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wil-
derness Review were not a factor. However,
recommendations that do not conform to the
interim management policy would be deferred
until a nondesignation decision by Congress re-
leases a wilderness study area or portion
thereof from the interim management restric-
tions.

2. The suitable and nonsuitable recommendations
for this resource management plan are prelimi-
nary and, therefore, could change during ad-
ministrative review. These recommendations
will become final recommendations only if
adopted by the Secretary of the Interior and
the President. The impacts were based on the
assumptions that the preliminary suitable or
nonsuitable recommendations for wilderness
study areas would not be changed during the
administrative review process and would be
adopted by the Secretary of the Interior and
the President and that the areas recommended
as suitable would be designated as wilderness
by Congress.

Visual Resources Assumptions

1. The objectives for each visual resource man-
agement (VRM) class describe the degree of
modification allowed in the basic elements of
the landscape. Any degradation of visual qual-
ity within the limits of a particular class was not
considered significant.

2. The VRM program is a long-term management
tool.
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Many projects would have short-term

visual impacts (3 to 5 years) that might exceed
the management objectives for a class. How-
ever, these impacts were not considered sig-
nificant as long as the project would conform
to the management objective in the long term
(5 to 20 years after implementation).

3. If all, or portions of, the four wilderness study
areas are designated as wilderness by Con-
gress, the areas would be managed under
VRM Class ! objectives. However, until desig-
nation occurs, the areas would be managed
under the visual resource management objec-
tives identified in the Proposed Plan, and it is
the impact of this management that was ad-
dressed.

4. Since it is not known where or when rehabilita-
tion may occur, the impacts of rehabilitation
were not addressed.

Transportation Assumptions

" 1. Easement acquisition and road development

and improvement would be spread out over a
10- to 20-year period. By spreading out the de-
velopment of the transportation system, im-
pacts would be minor.

" 2. Impacts to transportation are limited to direct

impacts on maintenance and use.

- 3. Legal access rights would be reserved when

public land is disposed of whenever it is impor-
tant to retain public access to adjacent state or
federal lands.

IMPACTS OF PROPOSED PLAN

Impacts on Air Quality

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Short-term localized impacts to air quality would
result from mechanical and burning vegetation ma-
nipulation practices. These impacts would be small
in scale and dispersed throughout the resource
area. These factors combined with required man-
agement stipulations for vegetation manipulations
would reduce the significance of the impacts.

However, increased levels of air poliution are an-
ticipated from regional growth and energy minerals
development. Emissions from primary sources
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would be minimized through applicable policies,
regulations, and statutes.

Cumulative Impacts on Air Quality

Cumulative impacts would be the same as those
discussed under Impacts from Proposed Manage-
ment Actions.

Impacts on Soils

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Impacts from Water Quality Management. Pro-
posals for maintaining or improving water quality
might benefit soils. For example, measures to
reduce sediment could also reduce erosion, and
measures to protect riparian areas could also im-
prove soil productivity in those areas. The correc-
tive actions that would be taken are not yet known;
consequently, impacts cannot be guantified.

Impacts from Critical Watershed Areas. Mini-
mizing surface disturbance in critical watershed
areas would prevent an increase in erosion and
would probably protect soil productivity.

Impacts from Minerals Management. Surface
disturbance resulting from mine development and
operation would cause short-term increases in ero-
sion. Impacts would continue until rehabilitation
measures were completed. Road construction
would also result in some increase in erosion but
should be minimal as roads would be designed and
constructed in accordance with BLM road stand-
ards.

Impacts from Terrestrial Habitat and Live-
stock Grazing Management. Implementation of
grazing systems would have long-term beneficial
impacts on soils. Rest from livestock grazing during
critical growing periods would improve plant vigor,
reproduction, and litter accumulation and increase
the organic matter content in surface soils. This
would cause beneficial changes in soil structure,
permeability, and potentially the soil's productivity.
Impacts from rest-rotation grazing would be greater
than from deferred-rotation grazing because in the
former system at least one pasture would be rested
annually through the entire year whereas in the
latter system every pasture would be grazed each
year (see Appendix A, DEIS for a description of
grazing systems).

Mechanical vegetation manipulation would create
localized short-term impacts on the soil resource.
Disturbance caused by plowing or discing could in-
crease the surface soil's permeability. The length of
time during which measurable increases in perme-
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ability would be evident is unknown, but permeabil-
ity would decrease with time. Soil loss through wind
and water erosion would increase until revegetation
occurred. Compaction caused by mechanical equip-
ment would be short term and would not be signifi-
cant.

Burning would cause localized short-term
changes in the soil's physical, chemical, and bio-
logical properties primarily through the loss of
ground cover and litter accumulation. The severity
of the impact would depend on the fuel type and
the intensity of the fire. Burning might decrease soil
infiltration rates in some soils which would result in
accelerated erosion and the removal of some nutri-
ents mineralized by the fire. After burning, concen-
trations of calcium and magnesium might be great-
er in the surface soils and the water-soluble potas-
sium concentrates might be less. Total nitrogen
could be lower in soils of the burned area, which
would decrease soil productivity (BLM Grand Junc-
tion Grazing EIS 1979). The overall effect on plant
production would depend on the initial concentra-
tion of these nutrients in the sites selected for burn-
ing. These data are not known at present.

Short-term loss of vegetation would increase
evaporation rates from the soil (Shown, Lusby, and
Branson 1972) resulting in reduced soil moisture
content. This would temporarily retard seedling
emergence and plant growth. Data are not availa-
ble to predict the magnitude of these changes.

Soil erosion from wildlife and livestock vegetation
manipulations would increase during the short-term.
Erosion would be greatest immediately following
disturbance and would decline rapidly with the rees-
tablishment of new vegetation. In the long term,
erosion probably would be less than current losses
because livestock would be more evenly distributed
and ground cover would increase. Potential
changes in soil erosion caused by chaining, plow-
ing, furrowing, brush beating, spraying, and burning
are indicated in Table 5-1 for typical site conditions
where treatments would be implemented.

The sediment yield impacts from range and wild-
life treatment on approximately 47,000 acres of the
three vegetation types mentioned above over a 20-
year period are discussed under Impacts on Water
Quality.

Impacts from Forest Management. Road con-
struction impacts should be minimized by designing
and constructing roads to BLM standards.

The type of cutting practice selected could also
affect soil conditions. Clearcutting would result in
the greatest increase in soil loss per acre and
would also increase the potential for landslides on
noncohesive soils. Thinning and selective cutting
would leave most of the ground cover intact and
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Table 5-1.

Potential Soil Loss from Mechanical Treatment and Burning

(in tons per acre per year)

Present Erosion Short-Term Erosion Long-Term Erosion
: Mechani- Mechani-_‘ Mechani-
Vegetation Type cal Burning cal Burning cal Burning
Treat Areas Treat- Areas Treat- Areas
ment ment ment

. I — e
SAGEDIUSH ....oeceiriti et 2.8 4.2 34 15.6 21 39
Mountain Brush.. 23 3.4 3.2 15.6 1.3 2.8
PinyOon-duniPer ...t 34 5.0 38 1.7 3.4 5.0
. -

result in minimal soil exposure. Changes in erosion

from harvest practices on typical sites in the re-
source area are indicated in Table 5-2.

Table 5-2. Expected Soil Loss from Timber Harvesting

(in tons per acre per year)

_— - . _——
" Present Erosion Short-Term Erosion Long-Term Erosion
Selective . | Clearcut Selective ( Clearcut Selective Clearcut
Cut Areas Areas Cut Areas Areas Cut Areas Areas
COMMENCial FOTESt LANG ......coveeeeseeersseeescree s 14 1.4 45 6.8 1.4 1.4
Woodland ..............ccouuu..
Pinyon-Juniper 6.8 11.3 13.2 5.7 5.7
ASPEN . T e 6.8 [ 14

The annual harvest of 1.8 million board feet of
sawtimber and 3,695 cords of pinyon-juniper fuel-
wood would disturb 525 acres (if clearcut) and
result in the loss of 3,171 tons of soil annually in
the short term. In the long term, increases in
ground cover in pinyon-juniper woodland areas
would reduce soil losses by 280 tons per year. If
selective cutting is the method used for harvest,
1,312 acres of commercial forest land and wood-
land would be disturbed resulting in a short-term
soil loss of 5,165 tons per year. In the long term,
soil loss would be 700 tons per year less than ex-
isting loss. The significance of sediment yield re-
sulting from timber harvesting is discussed under
Impacts on Water Quality.

Erosion on typical aspen harvest sites would
change from an initial rate of 1.1 tons per acre per,
year to about 6.8 tons per acre per year immediate-
ly following disturbance and then return rapidly to
predisturbance conditions due to rapid regrowth of
aspen sprouts.

Harvesting a maximum of 315 acres of aspen per
year would increase soil loss by 1,800 tons per
year on the basis of the change in erosion rate
mentioned above. The significance of this increase
is discussed under Impacts on Water Quality. .

impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management.
Off-road vehicle (ORV) restrictions in 63,184 acres
of municipal watershed areas, debris flow hazard
zones, and erosion hazard areas should result in
beneficial impacts on soils (see Impacts on Critical
Watershed Areas for a discussion of the impacts of
ORYV use). Restrictions in these areas, particularly
erosion hazard areas that currently receive ORV
use, would likely result in improved ground cover
and reduced erosion.

Limiting ORV use on 56,868 acres of crucial big
game winter range in areas with erosion hazard
ranging from low to high would have a beneficial
impact. ORV use is generally low, but is expected
to increase substantially in the Battlement Mesa
area. The limitation period would be from January
through April when soils are either frozen or wet.
Soils are most susceptible to ORV damage when
wet; consequently, closures in these areas would
protect the soils when they were most sensitive.

Restrictions to protect recreation resource values
and in wilderness study areas would have minimal
beneficial impacts due to the low level of current or
projected ORV use.
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Cumulative Impacts on Soils

Short-term increases in erosion would result from
mechanical treatments and burning associated with
terrestrial habitat, fivestock grazing, and forestry
management practices. In the long term, improved
ground cover conditions would be expected to bring
erosion below its current level. Short-term in-
creases in erosion would also result from soil dis-
turbance associated with minerals and transporta-
tion. Road construction would not be a major cause
of erosion as roads would be buiit to BLM road
standards.

Approximately 172,000 acres would be affected
by ORV limitations. Limitations in erosion hazard
areas where ORV use is presently occurring would
prevent further damage and result in some vegeta-
tion recovery. ORV use limitations in big game cru-
cial winter range would protect watersheds when
they were most susceptible to damage. Other ORV
limitations would provide limited benefits because
they are in areas with minimal existing or projected
ORYV use.

Impacts on Water Quality

impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Impacts from Water Quality Management.
Review of project proposals and the addition of
stipulations to prevent adverse impacts would po-
tentially minimize water quality degradation in the
short term and improve existing quality in the long
term as a result of increases in cover (see Impacts
on Vegetation). Monitoring four areas where known
water quality problems exist (see Map 3-1) to iden-
tify the problem source and feasibility of reducing
the problem would likely result in beneficial impacts
to water quality. The problems in these areas are
listed in the Management Situation Analysis availa-

ble in the Glenwood Springs Resource Area office..

These problems include high sediment, sulfate, and
salinity levels. Improvements in water quality cannot
be determined until the problem sources are identi-
fied and measures to reduce the problem selected.

Impacts from Minerals Management. Impacts
would depend on the mining method and type of
mineral mined. Potential short-term, generally insig-
nificant salinity and sediment impacts wouid contin-
ue to occur from existing mineral developments.
Impacts would continue until soils were stabilized
by revegetation or other land treatments such as
water bars, generally accomplished during rehabili-
tations.

Impacts from Terrestrial Habitat and Live-
stock Grazing Management. Sediment yield in-
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creases resulting from vegetation manipulations
proposed to increase forage for wildiite and live-
stock would range from about 620 tons per year to
about 13,000 tons per year, depending on the type
of treatment. Impacts are less from mechanical
treatment than from burning. In the long term,
ground cover on treated sagebrush and mountain
brush sites would increase above existing condi-
tions and result in reduced sediment yield.

Local insignificant salinity impacts from vegeta-
tion manipulations would be proportional to runofi
quantity and duration, mineral content of the soil,
and the resultant soil disturbance and erosion. Ex-
cessive runoff and accelerated erosion, should they
occur, would degrade water quality until the soils
were stabilized or runoft velocities decreased.

Burning as a management tool for implementing
range and wildlife vegetation manipulations would
cause several chemical reactions and nutrient
losses in addition to increases in runoff and sedi-
ment that would adversely affect water quality (see
Impacts on Soils). Short-term increases in salinity in
local streams and increases in algae blooms in
stock ponds from increased phosphorous levels
could aiso be expected. Impacts probably would
not be significant, and concentrations of nutrients
and salts would decrease rapidly as watershed con-
ditions stabilized.

Livestock grazing management involving proper
stocking rates, seasons of use, and plant use
would have no significant impact on salinity. Imple-
mentation of allotment management plans would
help minimize salinity impacts.

Little change in fecal coliform levels would be ex-
pected from livestock grazing management. The ef-
fects of an increase in livestock numbers probably
would be offset by improved livestock distribution
and by aquatic habitat improvements that protect ri-
parian areas.

Iimpacts from Forest Management. Annual
sediment yield resulting from harvesting 1.8 million
board feet of sawtimber and 6,465 cords of fuel-
wood per year would range from 1,600 tons from
clearcutting to 2,600 tons from selective cutting.
Impacts per acre would be greater from clearcut-
ting, but total acres disturbed would be greater from
selective cutting.

In the long term, sediment yield from pinyon-juni-
per woodland harvest areas would decrease by 140
to 350 tons per year due to increases in ground
cover conditions.

The maximum amount of sediment that would
result from aspen harvest in any one year would be
about 900 tons. Sediment increases from clearcut
sites would be very shortlived because of the rapid
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rate at which young aspen sprouts revegetate a
site.

Impacts from Recreation Resource Manage-
ment. Adding sanitary facilities at floatboating
access areas would decrease the amount of bacte-
ria entering surface waters, thereby improving water
quality. The impact would be localized, beneficial,
and long term.

Impacts from Wilderness Resource Manage-
ment. Increased recreational use in wilderness
areas would result in a corresponding increase in
bacteria due to lack of established sanitary facili-
ties. The impact would be dispersed throughout the
area and would be intermittent depending on recre-
ational use patterns.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management.
Off-road vehicle (ORV) activity would decrease
ground cover and reduce infiltration by compaction
resulting in accelerated runoff and erosion (see Im-
pacts on Critical Watersheds). Limiting ORV use to
areas of non-saline soils would minimize dissolved
solid water quality degradation. Restrictions pro-
posed to control ORV use in sensitive areas would
reduce overall adverse impacts and would likely
have an insignificant, localized, long-term beneficial
impact on water quality.

Impacts from Fire Management. Sediment and
turbidity are the most significant water quality re-

sponses associated with fire. Sediment and turbidity
result primarily from overland flow, and secondarily
from channel scour caused by increased discharge.

" See Impacts from Terrestrial Habitat and Livestock
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Grazing Management for estimates of sediment
produced from burning.

Cumulative Impacts on Water Quality

The short-term increase in sediment yield from all
vegetation manipulation proposals and timber and
woodland harvest would range from 3,500 to
25,000 tons per year. This increase would not be
significant. The increases would be greatest imme-
diately following treatment and would decline rapid-
ly during the following two to three years as new
vegetation became established. Sediment yield
would decline more slowly thereafter. Table 5-3 in-
dicates impacts by watershed from all vegetation
manipulation and forest management proposals.
The Proposed Plan would not result in significant
impacts at the individual watershed ievel even
under the maximum disturbance level of vegetation
manipulation. :

In the long term, increases in cover would result
in an insignificant reduction in sediment below ex-
isting conditions.
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Table 5-3. Sediment Yield Expected from Vegetation Manipulations and Timber and Woodland Harvesting

‘ Minimum Disturbance Maximum Disturbance
I Existing T
. Water- | Annual Clearcut (tons/year)* Selective Cut (tons/
- ; ! . . .
Capability shed !Sed_lmentl Mechanical | Total Change in | ,,BYrning yean)* . Clearcut Total Change in
Unit/ © Yield Vegetation Woodland Vegetation
Watershed Area | (tons/ Mgnipula- \ Sediment | Sediment Mgni ula- Woog- | Woodland/ | Sediment | Sediment
{acres): acre/ | tion (tons/ Commercial Yield (tons/ | Yield (tons/ tion (E)ns / |Commercial| land/ Aspen Yield (tons/ | Yield (tons/
H 5 13
| yeary year)* Forest Land ‘IJ’Lr:‘);ggr Aspen year) acre/year) yearyr Forest Land| Pinyon- (tons/year)*| vyear)® |acre/year):
! Juniper
Garfield \
Battlement

Creek........... I 4672
Cache Creek... 1,344‘

Divide Creek .| 65,528/
Garfield : :

Creek........... 25,024 ~ 0.56 £ 1 OO OOV 365 398 0.02 128 e, 365 1,493 0.06
Parachute :

Creek........... i 80,640|' 0.89‘ 66‘ 767 icoiinrenanne 897 1,730 0.02 1,814 1,210, 897 3,921 0.05
Rifle Creek....... I 47,488 0.96 =L SR 82 51 187 <0.01 3,608 |.....ccccocvvrreee 144 51 3,803 0.04
Elk Creek ........ | 27,072‘ 0.90 34|, 41 17 92 <0.01 590 ..cciiiineirnnnn 72 17 697 0.01
Canyon I ;

Creek ........... | 14,144| 0.65! .............................................................. 222 222 0.02 335, 222 557 0.03
Lower |

Colorado i |

River............. | _2_7_8,131] 1.85 1741 i, 41 507 722 <0.01 3,208 (..o 72 507 3,787 <0.01

Subtotal ....... i 541 .056.: 1.33 402 ' 767 \ 205 897 2,271 <0.01 11,220 1,210 360 897 13,687 0.02

el |
Fourmile \ \ .

Creek........... : 5.440° 0.97 L £ PO OO 97 112 0.02 194 ..o 97 291 0.05
Thompson i

Creek........... | 6.400\ 0.49: R 2 ORI ROUUUSRRTO ISR 17 <0.01 226 | .oieceerireeneeorrreresvenrie [ 226 0.04
Prince Creek...; 5,056 0.71 | 16 <0.01 172]... 172 0.03
Sopris Creek..| 12032|  0.89 133 0.01 203|... 320 0.03
Cattle Creek....! 37,184° 0.94 [< V- I 41 97 170 <0.01 772 941 0.02
Threemile i i

Creek ........... ~ 8,320 0.86 ..o e e 213 213 0.03 1961, 213 409 0.05
Roaring Fork...__162.018hi 0.88 132 e, 11 143 <0.01 1,188, 11 1,199 <0.01

Subtotal ....... | 236,480! 0.86 228, 41 535 804 <0.01 2,951 s 72 535 3,558 0.02

Eagle-Vail | ‘ . ‘ '
Cottonwood . I |

Creek........... i 13,774] 0.99 e e s 197 197 0.01 P02 3 FOORRNOE S 197 400 0.03
Gypsum ! I I

Creek............ 16,064 1.40! 58:‘ 107 41 137 343 0.02| 974 169 72 137 1,325 0.08
Brush Creek....\ 31,424| 0.89j 23 590;...cccoiirennn. 351! 964 0.03] 576 932 351 1,859 0.06
Eagle River...., 40,576, 1.38| 32| (<12 ] IO 80 161 <0.01 578! 109, 60 747 0.02
Colorado I ; i : \ . \ ‘

River............. ,' 12,4E_3£)J' 0 85| ...................... | ...................... 41 285| 326 0.03 184 72 285 541 0.12

sasuanbasuo [ejuswuoIIAUg
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Subtotal....... 11,304
Castie Peak
Alkali Creek..... 3,616
Big Alkali

Creek........... 28,352
Milk Creek....... 11,232
Eagle River ..... 62,080
Colorado |

River............. 75,2641

Subtotal ....... 200,544

King ]

Mountain |
Deep Creek..... 8,896
Sweetwater ’

Creek........... I 24,704
Red Dit |

Creek......... | 3136
Cabin Creek..., 33,216
Rock Creek...... 46,144
Colorado |

River............. 62,272

Subtotal ....... 178,368

Total......... 1 ,270,752‘

1.15| 113 766] ezl
096‘ 15 54‘ .................. |
0.66 9 349

0.86 13 192]....

1.20 60 38

1.25 28 77

1.09 125 760 328
0.65 217 [P IO
019| R LY SRR N
1.30

0.84 41i
0.44, 14 767 joovvreeierrrenonn
1.27 62 368 123
0.88 133 767 164!
1.12 1,001 767 820

897]

162]

338/
16#

74
262
897

225:
553
897

1,858

231

796
370
172

695
2,110

58
162

14
64
909

778
1617
3485

0.02!

0.01

0.03
0.03
<0.01

0.01
0.01

<0.01
<0.01

<0.01
<0.01
. 0.02

0.01
<0.01
<0.01

- 2,515 1,210
170 85
139 629
175 302
760 60
512 121

1,756 1,197
L2 ] I
190 s
199 e
368
204 1,210

2,350 581

3,659 1,210

22,101 1,210

144

897

162

388
165
74

262
897

225
553
897

4,766

417

1,156
642
894

1,471

4,426

391
338

199
377
1,542
3,372
5,638
25,576

0.04

0.02
0.04
0.06
0.01

0.02
0.02

0.04
0.01
0.06
0.01
0.03

0.05
0.03

0.02

‘Watershed area within the resource area.
iWeighted average of sediment yield condition classes within each watershed. The midpoint of the range within each condition class was used to derive the overall average.
sSediment yield resulting from mechanical manipulation of 10 percent or 40 acres (whichever is greater) of the vegetation proposed for manipulation by the terrestrial habitat and
livestock grazing management programs in each watershed.

“Indicates sediment yield resulting from the maximum amount of timber that could be harvested from a particular watershed in any one year, the percent of pinyon

-juniper that would be

harvested in the watershed each year, and harvest of 10 percent of the aspen in a watershed in a year. Total aspen harvest would not exceed 315 acres in any one year.
sTotal of columns 3, 4, and 5.
sDerived by dividing column 6 by column 2.

Sediment yield resulting from burning 10 percent or 40 acres (whichever i
management programs in each watershed.

s greater) of the vegetation proposed for manipulation by the terrestrial habitat and livestock grazing

sIindicates the sediment yield that would result from selective cutting of the maximum amount of timber that would be harvested in any one year and the percent of fuelwood that would

be selective cut in a watershed each year.

sSediment yield resulting from harvest of 10 percent of the aspen in each watershed. Total aspen harvest in the resource area would not exceed 315 acres in any one year.
19Total of columns 8, 9, and 10.
11Derived by dividing column 11 by column 2.
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Environmental Consequences

Impacts on Water Yield

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Impacts from Water Yield Management. Infor-
mation collected from the experiment would be
used to evaluate the effectiveness of including
water yield design features in the aspen harvest
proposals of the forestry program.

Impacts from Terrestrial Habitat and Live-
stock Grazing Management. Manipulating sage-
brush and pinyon-juniper would have little effect on
water yield. Sturgis (1975) indicates that sagebrush
conversion increases water yield only when soils
are sufficiently deep that roots of replacement
vegetation are above soil occupied by the deeper
roots of sagebrush (generally greater than 3 feet
deep) and where precipitation is sufficient to wet
the soil throughout its profile. These conditions
would be met at very few sites within the resource
area. Similarly, a review by Gifford (1975) indicates
that little change in water yield can be expected
from pinyon-juniper manipulation. Mountain brush
(oakbrush) treatment, however, could increase
water yield by 1 to 3 inches per year (Hibbert
1977).

The vegetation manipulations proposed by the
terrestrial habitat and livestock grazing manage-
ment programs would result in treatment of about
6,850 acres of mountain brush (mostly oakbrush)
through mechanical manipulation to about 19,400
acres through prescribed burns. On the basis of a
20-year implementation schedule, 340 to 970 acres
of mountain brush would be manipulated each year
depending on the treatment method. Based on an
average water yield increase of 2 inches for each
acre treated, water yield would increase by 57 to
162 acre-feet per year. Water yield increases from
mountain brush manipulation are short-lived, lasting
no more than 5 years, if shrub growth is not con-
trolled. Therefore, maximum increases in water
yield would be reached after 5 years of implemen-
tation and would range from 285 to 800 acre-feet
per year depending on treatment method. This level
would be maintained through the 20-year imple-
mentation period and would then decline if shrub
regrowth were not controlled.

Impacts from Forest Management. Maximum
increases in water yield from commercial conifer
forest land harvesting in the Rocky Mountain subal-
pine forest result when 40 percent of a timbered
watershed is harvested in a series of openings less
than eight tree heights in diameter (Leaf 1975). In-
creased water yield of 1 to 3 inches would be ex-
pected. When timber harvest is conducted by se-
lective cutting of individual trees, increases in water
yield are much less. Selective cutting resulting in
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the uniform removal of 50 percent of canopy cover
density in low elevation, south-aspect lodgepole
pine would increase water yield by 1 inch per acre
per year. The same treatment of spruce-fir on
north-aspect slopes would reduce water yield by
0.5 inches per acre per year (Leaf 1975). Water
yield changes from harvesting 1.8 million board feet
of commercial conifer forest land annually would
range from no change through selective cutting to
an increase of 112 acre-feet annually through a
series of small clearcuts. Increases from small
clearcuts would endure for up to 30 years.

After 5 years, water yield would not increase, if
annual allowable harvest were conducted by selec-
tive cutting each year, and could increase by 560
acre-feet if harvested in a series of small clearcuts
each year. After 20 years (full implementation)
water yield could increase by as much as 2,240
acre-feet if each year's allowable cut were conduct-
ed by small clearcuts.

Commercial forest harvest would also affect the
timing of increased water yield. In conifer areas,
Leaf (1975) indicates that snowmelt in clearcut
openings is more rapid than in the uncut forest.
This accelerated melt increases streamflow earlier
in the snowmelt season following clearcutting. If
deep porous soils are present, base flows and
flows following peak runoff would not be apprecia-
bly changed, and annual and daily peak flows
would not be significantly increased, provided the
forest cover on no more than 50 percent of the wa-
tershed is removed in a system of small openings.

The impact of aspen harvesting on water yield in
this area is not yet known because the results of
the experimental project are not yet known. The
analysis of water yield impacts from aspen harvest,
therefore, must be based on research conducted to
date. Review of this research indicates a yield rang-
ing anywhere from 1 to 5 inches on treated sites
(Leaf 1975, Hibbert 1978). It also indicates that the
yield declines as aspen sprouts revegetate a site
and that yields probably disappear after about 5
years. Assuming an average increase in yield on
clearcut sites of about 3 inches per year, harvest of
a maximum of 315 acres per year would result in
an average water yield increase of about 80 acre-
feet per year and, after 5 years, would reach a
maximum level of about 400 acre-feet per year.

Cumulative Impacts on Water Yield

The cumulative impact of vegetation manipula-
tions and timber and woodland harvest proposed
by the terrestrial habitat, livestock grazing, and
forest management programs on water yield would
be an increase ranging from 285 acre-feet per year
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to 1,760 acre-feet per year after 5 years of imple-
mentation. The minimum increase would result from
mechanical treatment of mountain brush, selection
harvest of conifer forest, and no aspen harvest.
The maximum increase would result from pre-
scribed burning of mountain brush, conifer harvest
by a series of small clearcuts, and harvest of a
maximum of 315 acres of aspen each year. In 20
years, the life of the plan, the maximum increase
that might be expected would be 3,440 acre-feet
per year and would be dependent mostly on con-
ducting each year’s commercial timber harvest in a
series of small clearcuts.

The maximum increase in water yield represents
a 3 percent increase over existing water yield from
public land in the resource area and an insignificant
increase to the Colorado River system as a whole.
The additional yield would provide additional water
for local stockponds and reservoirs and could also
be used by local water users if part of the addition-
al yield occured during the water-short seasons of
late summer and fall. BLM programs such as aquat-
ic habitat, livestock grazing, and terrestrial habitat
management could also benefit if additional water
were produced during low flow periods.

Impacts on Critical Watersheds
(Municipal Watersheds, Debris Flow
Hazard Zones, and Erosion Hazard
Areas)

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Impacts from Critical Watershed Areas. Debris
Flow Hazard Zones— Designation of the Glenwood
Springs Debris Flow Hazard Zone as an area of
critical environmental concern (ACEC) would
enable prescription of special management (includ-
ing applicable recommendations from the Gien-
wood Springs debris flow study) to help reduce the
debris flow hazard and the potential for harm and
damage from debris flow incidents. These special
recommendations would include prohibitions on
vegetation manipulation, timber harvesting, and sur-
face facilities on oil and gas leases; inclusion in a
fire exclusion area and a sensitive area for utility
and communication facility developments; and re-
strictions on livestock grazing (less than 30 percent
utilization with a turnout date no earlier than mid-
July) and off-road vehicle (ORV) use.

Municipal Watersheds—A high degree of protec-
tion for the quality of water derived from public iand
in municipal watersheds would be provided under
the Proposed Plan. No surface disturbance which
would adversely affect water quality would be per-
mitted. Activities such as vegetation manipulation

projects for livestock and wildlife, timber harvest,
and surface facilities on oil and gas leases. The

‘watersheds would also be designated as fire exclu-
"sion zones and sensitive areas for new utility and

communication facility development. ORV use limit-
ed to existing roads and trails would also prevent
any additional watershed degradation.

Erosion Hazard Areas—Eight erosion hazard
areas would be managed to prevent further water-
shed damage through a seasonal ORYV restriction in
the spring when soils are wet (8,500 acres), limiting
use to designated roads and trails (1,900 acres
near Eagle), or limiting use to existing roads and
trails (40,100 acres). The spring ORV restriction
would protect an area when soils are wet and are
most susceptible to damage. Limiting use to desig-
nated roads and trails would prevent further
damage and initiate a vegetation recovery process

- in damaged areas. The ORV designation of limited

to existing roads and trails would provide less pro-
tection than the designated roads and trails classifi-
cation. It would probably not result in recovery of
existing use areas but would prevent damage from
occurring in new areas.

impacts from Utility and Communication Fa-
cility Management. Including debris flow hazard
areas and municipal watersheds in areas designat-
ed as sensitive for utility development would ensure
adequate protection from impacts associated with
utility development. A sensitive ciassification would
require development proposals to demonstrate the
ability to mitigate adverse effects of their proposal

~ before approval.
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Impacts from Fire Management. Including the
debris flow hazard zones in a fire exclusion zone
would help to reduce debris flow hazard by minimiz-
ing the area affected by fire. Maximum effort would
be directed toward extinguishing wildfires as rapidly
as possible in fire exclusion ‘zones. A report pre-
pared by the Colorado Geological Survey (Mears
1977) following the 1977 debris flow in Glenwood
Springs indicates that a wildfire partially on public
land above Glenwood Springs may have been re-
sponsible for increased runoff rates which may
have in turn contributed to the debris flow in the
city below.

Cumulative Impacts on Critical Watersheds

The Proposed Plan is not as restrictive as the
Resource Protection and Economic Development
Alternatives described in the DEIS but would none-
theless provide a high degree of protection for the
quality of water originating on public iand in munici-
pal watersheds and reduce damage caused by
debris flow events in debris flow hazard zones.
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With the exception of one area near the town of
Eagle, ORV restrictions proposed in erosion hazard
areas would provide less protection than the Re-
source Protection and Economic Development Al-
ternatives. Restricting ORV use to existing roads
and trails rather than designated roads and trails
would prevent ORV damage from spreading but
would not allow for recovery of already damaged
areas.

Impacts on Minerals

impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Impacts from Mineral Management. Identifying
509,612 acres (90 percent of the resource area)
potentially available for mineral location, 555,304
acres (98 percent of the resource area) potentially
available to oil and gas leasing, and 549,508 acres
(97 percent of the resource area) potentially availa-
ble for mineral sales would make most of the public
land with mineral potential available for possible de-
velopment. Identifying 28,500 acres of public and
private lands as acceptable for further considera-
tion for coal leasing would make approximately 1.6
billion tons of coal potentially available for future
leasing. Identifying 1,560 acres as unacceptable
would eliminate that acreage from further leasing
consideration at this time.

Continuing the mineral location closure on 31,204
acres near the Naval Oil Shale Reserve for oil
shale development would result in insignificant ad-
verse impacts to the mineral industry because of a
lack of industry interest for minerals other than oil
shale in these areas.

Impacts from Existing Restrictions. Maintain-
ing the mineral closure on 1,892 acres of reclama-
tion project sites should have an insignificant
impact because of the small area at each site.

Continuing to close 5,120 acres of public water

reserves to mineral location should have an insig-
nificant impact because of the small areas involved.

Continuing to close 1,430 acres for recreation
and public purpose to mineral location should have
an insignificant impact because of the small area
involved.

Maintaining 1,360 acres at the Rifle Mountain
Park and Rifle Fish Hatchery as closed to oil and
gas surface facilities should have an insignificant
impact because of the small areas involved.

Continuing to close 21,218 acres of public land
to oil and gas surface facilities on the Fryingpan,
Roaring Fork, Crystal and Colorado River corridors
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would increase development costs because direc-
tional drilling would be required if oil and gas exists.

Impacts from Wilderness Resource Manage-
ment. Closing 10,118 acres of preliminarily suitable
wilderness areas to mineral location, sales, and oil
and gas leasing would have a minor impact on min-
eral development because mineral exploration and
development activities conducted in these areas
and geologic inference indicate a low potential for
mineral development.

Impacts from Recreation Resource Manage-
ment. Closing 2,470 acres in Deep Creek Canyon
to mineral location and mineral sales and placing a
no surface occupancy for oil and gas leasing re-
striction on the area would prohibit mineral develop-
ment except where mining claims occur with prior
existing rights. At present, mining claims for lime-
stone exist in the general area. CF&l has been
issued a right-of-way for a tramway to develop lime-
stone south of Deep Creek Canyon. Prohibiting the
removal of the limestone from Deep Creek would
result in a loss of opportunities to develop a lime-
stone mining operation within this area.

ldentifying 3,456 acres near Hack Lake as closed
to oil-and gas surface facilities likely would not
have significtant impacts on the oil and gas industry
as this area is presently not under lease and is be-
lieved to have a low development potential for oil
and gas production.

Impacts from Critical Watershed Areas. Clos-
ing 5,858 acres of municipal watersheds to oil and
gas surface facilities would result in higher costs for
development within these areas. The oil and gas
potential is considered high in these areas, with oil
and gas activity occurring near the areas on private
surface/private minerals.

Impacts on minerals from closing 7,126 acres in
the Glenwood Springs debris flow hazard zone to
oil and gas surface facilities would be low because
the area is not geologically favorable for oil and gas
development.

Impacts from Land Tenure Adjustments. Dis-
posing of 15,500 acres of public land would have
an insignificant impact on mineral development be-
cause mineral rights would be retained on areas
containing known development potential.

Cumulative Impacts on Minerals

Closing 56,430 acres of public and private land
to mineral location would continue to prevent min-
eral development in those areas. However, the
acreage, which is only 10 percent of the public land
in the resource area, is not considered significant
when compared to the acreage available to entry
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(509,612 acres). The 31,204 acres closed to miner-
al location around the Naval Oil Shale Reserve was
withdrawn for the development of oil shale re-
sources.

Closing 10,738 acres of public and private land
to oil and gas leasing, which is only 2 percent of
the resource area, would not be significant since
most of the potentially valuable oil and gas re-
serves are aiready under lease, and 555,304 acres
of public land would be potentially available for oil
and gas development.

Closing 44,814 acres to oil and gas surface facili-
ties, which is only 6 percent of the resource area,
would continue to increase drilling costs and poten-
tially exclude oil and gas development, since direc-
tional drilling would be required.

There are 28,520 acres of public and private land
identified for further consideration for coal leasing.
A total of 1,560 acres would be closed to potential
coal development. Because industry interest is un-
known, impacts associated with these figures
cannot be assessed at this time.

Closing 16,534 acres to mineral sales, which is

only 3 percent of the resource area, would not be

significant since ample supplies are potentially
available in other areas (549,508 acres). The im-
pacts of selling mossrock, top soil, sand and gravel,
scoria and fill dirt in common use areas would have

.insignificant impacts as stated in the Mineral Mate-

rials Umbrella Environmental Assessment. Table 5-
4 summarizes the limitations on minerals.

Table 5-4. Proposed Mineral Limitations

Limitation

Closed to mineral location
Closed to oil and gas surface facility location
Closed to oil and gas leasing
Eliminated from coal leasing consideration ...
Closed to mineral sales

Impacts on Aquatic Wildlife

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Impacts from Aquatic Habitat Management.
Projects to improve aquatic habitat such as in-
stream structures would increase aquatic inverte-
brate populations; lower water temperatures; im-
prove spawning, resting, and holding areas for fish;
allow for better fish migration; and reduce stream
bottom siltation by increasing water velocities in rif-
fles. Projects such as fencing and vegetation rees-
tablishment to improve riparian habitat on 60.2
miles of public stream and 2 lakes (5 surface acres)
would reduce water temperatures and stream bank
damage and increase terrestrial invertebrate popu-
lations that are a source of food for fish. Maintain-
ing minimum stream flows on 43 additional streams
would provide conservation pools for fish during pe-
riods of low flow and would sustain riparian habitat
during dry periods. These projects would improve
fish condition, productivity, and longevity. Improve-
ments would begin to occur about 2 years after
project implementation and would last about 20
years. (This would also apply to projects proposed
by other resources that would affect water quality
or water yield.)

Acres
Potentially

Acres Available for

Development
56,430 509,612
44814 | ...
10,738 555,304
1,560 28,520
16,534 549,508

impacts from Water Quality Management.

" Measures taken to improve water quality on the

Milk and Alkali Creek watersheds could reduce the

" sediment load in the Eagle River, thereby increas-

ing overall fish and invertebrate production in the
Eagle River.

impacts from Water Yield Management. An in-

. crease in water yield, if it occurs during the normal
low flow period of late summer, would benefit fish
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populations in those streams where low flow is a
limiting factor. Some increase in riparian habitat re-
sulting from an increase in the water level could
also occur which would have a positive benefit on
water qualily, invertebrate populations, and stream
temperature.

impacts from Terrestrial Habitat and Live-
stock Grazing Management. Vegetation manipula-
tions would have no significant short-term detrimen-
tal impacts on fisheries because proposed projects
are limited to zones of low to medium erosion, and
buffer strips would be left along streams. In the
long term, aquatic habitat conditions would improve
as a result of vegetation manipulations because of
increased ground cover.

Fisheries in the lower portion of the Colorado
River could benefit from the protection and more
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intensive management of aquatic habitat anticipat-
ed under cooperative management and the area of
critical environmental concern (ACEC) designation
and its supporting recommendations.

Implementation of proper stocking rates and im-
proved livestock distribution through monitoring,
water development, fencing, and vegetation manip-
ulation should reduce grazing pressure in riparian
zones. This would reduce erosion and bank
damage and improve riparian vegetation which in
turn would reduce water temperatures and improve
stream quality for fish.

In conclusion, these long-term benefits would
have a significant impact on aquatic conditions and
associated fisheries.

Impacts from Forest Management. In the short
term, harvesting commercial forest land and wood-
tand would result in the same impacts as discussed
under vegetation manipulation, Impacts from Ter-
restrial Habitat and Livestock Grazing Management.
Application of required management stipulations
and proper road layout and design features would
minimize adverse impacts to the aquatic ecosys-
tem.

Impacts from Recreation Resource Manage-
ment. Increased fishing would increase fish harvest
(reducing the chance of winter kill in overpopulated
streams and lakes) and cause an insignificant loss
of riparian habitat from trampling and vehicle use.

Impacts from Land Tenure Adjustments.
Aquatic habitat management opportunities would be
lost on 1.5 miles of stream located on public land
parcels proposed for disposal.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management.
Off-road vehicle (ORV) closures would allow an in-
crease in ground cover and a decrease in erosion
and, consequently, an increase in stream sedimen-
tation, especially where roads cross streams, thus
improving water quality for fisheries.

Streams located in areas open to ORVs could
continue to be damaged by vehicles crossing or
driving down stream channels. Since existing and
projected ORYV use is low, no significant increase in
impacts on aquatic habitat is predicted.

Impacts from Transportation Management.
Providing access through other resource activities
to 24.8 miles of presently inaccessible public fishing
streams would improve stream management and
increase fishing opportunities.

Cumulative Impacts on Aquatic Wildlife

In the short term, vegetation manipulations pro-
posed by the various resource programs would
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result in insignificant increases in sediment and in-
significant adverse impacts to aquatic habitat.

In the long term, aquatic and riparian habitat im-
provements and vegetation manipulation projects
could increase invertebrate and fish populations
and improve stream quality, fish condition, and
water quality. This would occur through increased
baseflows during low flow periods and improved
water quality following reestablishment of vegeta-
tion on disturbed sites. The significance of these
impacts cannot be determined until actions are im-
plemented and monitored.

The cooperative management and ACEC desig-
nation with the supporting recommendations, could
improve aquatic habitat on the lower Colorado
River, increasing fish and invertebrate production.

Managing all suitable aquatic and riparian habitat
on public land to obtain optimal aquatic habitat con-
ditions would provide long-term beneficial impacts
such as increased fish populations which in turn
would provide more and better fishing opportunities.

Impacts on Terrestrial Wildlife

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Impacts from Terrestrial Habitat Management.
The allocation of 46,210 animal-unit months
(AUMs) of existing forage to big game would
exceed existing big game forage demands by 2.4
percent (1,090 AUMs) but would be 20.3 percent
(11,723 AUMSs) short of meeting the forage require-
ment of the Colorado Division of Wildlife’s 1988 big
game population goals. Annually treating 992 acres
of pinyon-juniper, mountain brush (oakbrush-servi-
ceberry), and sagebrush through approved habitat
improvement methods would provide an additional
638 AUMs each year. Existing forage plus forage
gained through treatment would still fall short of
meeting Colorado Division of Wildlife 1988 popula-
tion goals (the objective of this proposal) by 9 per-
cent. Although forage is adequate to maintain exist-
ing populations resource area wide, it is inadequate
to maintain population numbers in some game
management units. Therefore, forage increases or
decreases within these game management units
could be significant, especially in crucial winter
ranges, such as along the Colorado River from Dot-
sero to McCoy, and near Cattle Creek east of Glen-
wood Springs. The forage allocation by game man-
agement unit is shown in Table 5-5. Chapter 3,
Livestock Grazing Management, explains the meth-
odology used in allocating forage.
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Table 5-5. Wildlife Forage Allocation by Game Management Unit

TPercent M
Exist- initial Eﬁrcent Co‘lj%ra- Pro- gﬁrcem C;}aorr?e |
: iti ange e : ange
Game 'ng Alloca- Frorg Division | jected fron? Colora- Density of Number of .
Manage- De- tion | Existin of Alloca- | g ietin _do Animals |  Animals Size of Area
ment Unit | mand! (AUMs) De- 9 | wildiife tion De- 9 | Division
(AUMs) >, | Goals | (AUMs) | De | of |
(AUMs)? Vélldlilfe |
oals i
_ S A
606 801 +32 694 889 447 +28 | High | Moderate Small
4,905 3,300 —33 5,904 4,348 —11 —26 ; Moderate l Moderate Medium
4,581 2,313 —50 5,336 3,325 -27 —38 | Moderate | Low-moderate | Medium-large
3,179 4,084 428 4,363 4,390 4+ 38 +1 | Low-moderate | Moderate-high | Medium-large
7,198 | 7,759 +8 9,591 8,722 +21 —9 | Low-moderate | Large Large
2,018 2,200 +9 2,343 2,482 +23 +6 ! Low . Low Small
5291 | 6697 | +27) 6308 6858 | +30 +9 | Low | Low Small
917 817 -1 1,134 919 0 —19 | Moderate , Moderate-iow Medium
3,943 5,939 +51 5,052 6,047 +53 +20 | Low | Large Large
4,446 5,196 +17 6,851 5,758 +30 —16 | Moderate-high I Large Large
5,497 5,353 -3 7,011 6,258 +14 —11 | Moderate-high | Large Large
1,596 1,074 -33 2,130 1,643 +3 —23 | High | Large Medium
943 647 —-31 1,216 953 | +1 —22 | Moderate-high | Moderate Small
45,120 | 46,210 +2 | 57,933 | 52593 L +17 -9 |

Estimated 5-year average from 1976-1980.
2Colorado Division of Wildlife Goals for 1988.

The initial
exceed the existing demand for big game forage
except in Game Management Units 25, 26, 444, 47,
and possibly 36 and 44 (those areas mentioned
previously along the Colorado River and Cattle
Creek). These game management units all have
moderate to high population densities. The initial
forage allocation to big game in these first four
areas would be from 31 to 52 percent short of
meeting current big game forage demand.

Treating 19,840 acres of vegetation over a 20--

year period should provide enough additional

forage to support a 16.6 percent increase above .

existing big game populations, improve big game
health and productivity, improve habitat and wildlife
species diversity, and change wildlife species com-
position and density. Bird and small mammal habi-
tat losses in treatment areas would be short term.
Improved habitat diversity resulting from these
treatments would improve wildlife diversity. When
considering the small amount of acreage treated in
a project area compared to the total land base in
the resource area and the relatively quick revegeta-
tion of the treatment areas, overall adverse impacts
to wildlife would be insignificant. Forage increases
gained by manipulating vegetation would begin in

about 2 years. To maintain these forage increases,

habitat improvement projects would need to be
maintained every 5 to 15 years, depending upon
the habitat type involved, to control regrowth.

Identification of habitat suitable for and subse-
quent introductions of state-threatened (river otter)

forage allocation would meet or

or federal-endangered species (peregrine falcon)
would help maintain a viable population of these
species within the state. Introductions of big horn
sheep, sagegrouse, sharptail grouse, and turkey
would increase these populations. They, in turn,
could be used for other introductions, hunting, and
increased gene pools. Introductions would be initi-
ated by the Colorado Division of Wildlife.

Improvement of riparian habitat could result in
local increases in waterfowl, furbearers, nongame,
and small game. This would provide additional local
hunting and bird-watching opportunities.

Water developments would allow some existing
wildlife populations to expand into areas previously
unavailable because of lack of water.

By consolidating administration of 9,710 acres of
public and state lands through a cooperative man-
agement program with the Colorado Division of
Wildlife, effectiveness of habitat management could
be increased. This could benefit the wildlife using
these areas through more habitat improvement
projects and better administration. The most signifi-
cant benefits to wildlife would be realized by coop-
eratively managing the public lands along the Colo-
rado River below New Castle as an area of critical
environmental concern (ACEC). Benefiting species
would be bald eagles, great blue herons, waterfowl,
and resident populations of mule deer, furbearers,
and other riparian-dependant species.
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Increased hunting opportunities and success and
better population management would probably
occur in areas identified for additional public
access. This would result in healthier animals, im-
proved productivity, and reduced game damage to
privately-owned land.

Removing livestock from summer and high winter
ranges by November 15 and from crucial big game
winter ranges by October 15 (or when use of cur-
rent annual growth of browse species reaches 20
percent, whichever comes first) would reduce com-
petition between livestock and big game for
browse. Big game would then have more and better
feed going into the winter, resulting in less winter
mortality and better fawn and calf survival.

impacts from Water Yield Management. Any
new springs or increases in summer streamflows
resulting from water yield increases could create
additional riparian habitat through a rise in the
water tables. However, this increase would prob-
ably be insignificant resource area wide.

Iimpacts from Aquatic Habitat Management.
Small riparian habitat improvements along 60 miles
of stream would result in locally insignificant in-
creases in small game and nongame populations.
Stream structures would raise the local water table
and, consequently, increase the riparian habitat
acreage. Increased recreational use would not sig-
nificantly stress wildlife or result in riparian vegeta-
tion losses.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management.
Annually removing 1,390 acres of sagebrush,
mountain brush, and pinyon-juniper vegetation to
provide additional livestock forage would result in
impacts similar to those discussed under wildlife
vegetation manipulation. Vegetation composition,
density, and form and age class would be changed,
providing some additional big game forage and cre-
ating additional habitat for wildlife species depend-
ent on the successional vegetation type. Species
dependent on the original vegetation type would be
displaced. The Resource Area Profile (available in
the Glenwood Springs office) contains a list of the
wildlife species that would be affected.

Water developments for livestock grazing man-
agement would benefit local wildlife populations by
providing additional water sources for wildlife and
by reducing vegetation damage from livestock con-
centrations.

Fencing would improve livestock management,
protect water sources and riparian vegetation from
trampling, reduce overgrazing, and reduce competi-
tion between big game and livestock for forage.
Benefits would be local and would not affect total
wildlife populations. Fences could physically restrict
movement or result in entanglement of big game.

This would be most severe on winter ranges and
migration routes. Required management stipula-
tions would reduce the significance of these im-
pacts.

Delaying spring livestock turnout until key species
of grass reached an average of 6 inches in height
would increase the amount of early spring feed
available to big game. In the spring, green grass
and forbs are very important to lactating does and
cow elk and to fawn and calf survival.

Impacts from Forest Management. The im-
pacts of annually harvesting from 269 to 672 acres
of commercial forest land species, principally in the
King Mountain, Castle Peak, and Eagle-Vail Capa-
bility Units, would vary with species harvested,
method and season of harvest, length of contract,
and size and location of the timber sale. Beneficial
impacts would include a localized, long-term in-
crease in big game forage resulting from an in-
crease in grass, forbs, and shrubs; a change in
form and age class of trees; and, consequently, an
increase in habitat diversity. Detrimental impacts
would include a short-term loss of understory, ther-
mal and hiding cover, and nesting habitat of those
wildlife species dependent upon the tree species
harvested. Loss of habitat could equate 10 a loss of
life for those directly impacted animals having small
territories. The larger wildlife species have larger
territories and would probably adapt to a smalier
territory or temporarily move to an undisturbed
area. Detrimental impacts would be reduced by im-
plementing required management stipulations listed
in Appendix B.

The majority of the pinyon-juniper woodland
stands in the resource area are located in either big
game winter or crucial winter range. Annually har-
vesting from 256 acres to 640 acres of pinyon-juni-
per woodland would result in locally significant,
fong-term increases in big game forage, habitat di-
versity, and populations of wildlife species associat-
ed with more open stands of pinyon and juniper.
These impacts would last until pinyon and juniper
reestablished on the site.

Short-term adverse impacts would include a tem-
porary loss of forage, thermal and hiding cover, and
solitude for wildlife during the harvest period; how-

. ever, these impacts would be minimal because of
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the small size and design of the cutting areas. Wild-
life species directly dependent upon the nesting
habitat provided by the trees in the harvest site
could die. The application of required management
stipulations for woodland harvesting (Appendix B)
would reduce the significance of adverse impacts
to an acceptable level.

Implementation of small irregular clearcuts in
aspen stands over a 70-year rotation period would
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increase the variation of aspen age classes thereby
increasing wildlife habitat and species diversity
within the stands. Prolific aspen sprouting would
provide additional browse for big game. Adverse
impacts such as disruption of solitude, loss of some
habitat important to species dependent upon

mature aspen, and loss of thermal and hiding cover

would occur. However, these detfrimental impacts
would be insignificant. (See Assumptions, Chap. 5)

Impacts from Recreation Resource Manage-

ment. Designation of recreation areas would in- .

crease the number of persons in wildlife habitat.
However, because use would be dispersed and ex-
pected increases would be small, the resulting
stress to wildlife would probably be low, much less
than during hunting seasons.

impacts from Visual Resource Management.
Restrictions on size, shape, location, and treatment
methods placed on vegetation manipulations in
visual resource management Class Ii areas would,
in some cases, be supportive of wildlife objectives.
However, they could result in low cost-benefit ratios
and thus reduce the number of projects that could
be accomplished. This would reduce the amount of
forage increases that could be gained through
vegetation manipulation in localized areas and, con-
sequently, could reduce the number of additional
big game animals the area could support.

Impacts from Land Tenure Adjustments. Table .

5-6 lists, by capability unit, the loss of wildlife habi-
tat from land disposal. Approximately 7,386 acres,
or approximately 2.3 percent of the crucial mule

deer winter range and 2.2 percent of the total cru-.

cial elk winter range provided by public land in the
resource area, would be designated for disposal
under the Proposed Plan. Most of these tracts are
small and surrounded by private land that could be

developed; therefore, the loss of this habitat would:

probably have no significant detrimental impact on
overall big game herds.

Table 5-6. Wildlife Habitat Disposals

: Big

: G?n%e Game | Riparian

Capability Unit Summer | Grucial ("5'32';?;

Range | pange miles)

(acres) (acres)

Garfield ..., 1,503 4,479 1.3
Roaring Fork ... 216 2,015 1.8
Eagle-Vail ........coooecvevmrnreeresiennnns 2,374 422 0
Castle Peak..........ccccococnvirrunne 216 260 0.3
King Mountain.......cccoooeviinneenene. 519 210 0.7
Total ... 4,828 7,386 4.1

Loss of summer range could be locally signifi-
cant. However, because of the large amount and
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good condition of summer range available through-
out the resource area, and because this type of
habitat is not generally developed in an intensive
manner, the overall adverse impact would be insig-
nificant.

Disposals of public land containing riparian habi-
tat values would have an insignificant detrimental
impact on wildlife because the riparian values are
very limited on these tracts and detrimental impacts
to local populations would occur only if the tracts
were developed and riparian values lost.

impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management.
Limiting snowmobile use on 75,463 acres of big
game winter range would significantly reduce stress
on local big game herds. Less stress during winter
would result in improved health conditions and pro-
ductivity in the spring and would probably increase
deer and elk populations.

Impacts from Transportation Management.
Providing public access to presently inaccessible
public land would make big game herds more ac-
cessible to hunters thus increasing hunting suc-
cess. This could reduce game damage on private
land, reduce winter mortality, and bring about an in-
crease in animal health and productivity. Access to
public land could be restricted if it caused unaccep-
table levels of stress during crucial periods.

Impacts from Utility and Communication Fa-
cility Management. Designating sensitive zones
would protect especially fragile wildlife habitat such
as elk calving areas, sage grouse strutting areas,
and bald eagle roosting trees by requiring adequate
mitigation for siting of facilities.

Impacts from Fire Management. Controlled use
of fire to manipulate vegetation could provide addi-
tional forage and improved habitat conditions, re-
sulting in improved animal health and productivity.
This would offset the significance of adverse im-
pacts such as short-term habitat loss and fire-
caused mortality to small game and nongame wild-
life species.

Cumulative Impacts on Terrestrial Wildlife

Introductions of big horn sheep, sage and sharp-
tail grouse, turkey, peregrine falcon, and river otter
would help stabilize or increase these populations.
The proposed habitat improvement projects, sea-
sonal off-road vehicle restrictions, cooperative man-
agement areas, ACEC designation, and additional
access would all provide long-term beneficial im-
pacts to wildiife.

Theoretically, initial forage allocations would pro-
vide enough habitat to increase big game popula-
tions by 2.4 percent. The allocation of the addition-
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al forage produced through habitat improvement
projects would increase existing big game popula-
tions by 16.6 percent but would still be 9 percent
short of meeting the Colorado Division of Wildlife
goals. If the total acreage of vegetation were ma-
nipulated as proposed by all resources over the
next 20 years, small game and nongame species
composition and numbers would vary locally. How-
ever, composition and numbers would not signifi-
cantly change in the long term resource area wide
because of the great habitat diversity offered by
public and private lands, the dispersed nature and
size of each project, and the time-frame involved.

An estimated 8 percent of the big game crucial
winter range on private land could be lost to devel-
opment in the next 10 years. Loss of this range
would increase the big game forage demand on
public land by an estimated 6 percent if total herd
levels were to remain the same. In addition, 7,386
acres (2 percent) of big game crucial winter range
on public land would be lost through land disposals
if the land sold were fully developed.

In summary, over the next 20 years, if funding
were available and estimated forage increases
achieved, an overall 9 percent increase in existing
big game populations could occur (17 percent in-
crease from habitat improvements less 8 percent

loss from disposal of public land and development
on private land). This would be 17 percent short of
meeting the Colorado Division of Wildlife population
goals.

The recommendations in this Proposed Plan
would increase hunting and viewing opportunities
and, consequently, increase incomes of business
establishments such as restaurants, motels, sport-
ing goods stores, and gas stations. See Impacts on
Social and Economic Conditions for additional im-
pacts to local communities.

Impacts on Livestock Grazing

impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management.
The initial allocation of 37,852 animal-unit months
(AUMSs) would be a 1 percent increase over existing
use but a 33 percent decrease from active prefer-
ence. Forage increases of 12,742 AUMs through
vegetation manipulation practices would bring final
allocation up to 50,594 AUMs which is 35 percent
greater than existing use but still 11 percent short
of the active preference objective of 56,885 AUMs.
Table 5-7 shows this information by capability unit.

Table 5-7. Relation of Livestock Forage Allocation to Existing Use and Active Preference

Percent Percent Unallot-
PercentT Percent
_ Initial | Change CRZ'&?G Projected | Change C;}g’,ﬁe Av;ﬁgbl o
Capability Unit Allocation from Active Allocation from Active for
(AUMs) | Existing Prefer. (AUMs) | Existing | 5 qor Live-
Use ence Use ence stock!
5 I N A SRS
Garfield ..ot e 17,791 +1 -4 26,156 +46 —13 316
Roaring Fork........... 4,861 +15 —38 7,150 +70 -8 238
Eagle-Vail ................ 3,790 +4 —16 4,066 +11 -10 32
Castle Peak......... 8,593 +13 -1 9,421 +23 -2 0
King Mountain 2,817 —30 —42 3,801 -6 —22 170
TOUAL ..ot r e 37,852 +1 —-33 50,594 +35 -1 756

1AUMSs in 24 unallotted allotments available for livestock use.

The short-term impact from initial allocation
would be slight to moderate increases from actual
use in all capability units except King Mountain
which would have a highly significant reduction.
The impacts would vary by allotment. AUMs on al-
lotments at lower elevations encompassing crucial
wildlife range would decrease while those on allot-
ments at higher elevations would increase. The in-
creases indicated would not be used on spring-fall
ranges where the numbers of stock are limited by
U. S. Forest Service permits. Permittees in the King
Mountain Capability Unit would have to acquire

1,211 AUMs of forage or reduce their herd sizes 30
percent in the short term and would still have a sig-
nificant reduction from active preference in the long
term. The long-term impact would be slight to mod-
erate significant decreases from active preference
in all capability units. In addition to the allocations
by allotment, there are 756 AUMs on 24 unallotted
allotments that could be used by livestock to offset
some of the potential reductions. This is 2 percent
of existing use and 1 percent of active preference.

Setting turnout dates back in the spring (if neces-
sary following monitoring) would have highly signifi-
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cant adverse impacts on permittees. Spring public
range is needed to move livestock off private
meadows that produce hay for the following win-
ter's feed. Permittees generally have an established
time to enter summer range, and shortening the
spring season would not allow full use of their
AUMs.

Range improvements, including vegetation ma-
nipulation, would improve livestock distribution,
reduce livestock concentrations, and provide for
more even use of forage. This would help to main-
tain those allotments in satisfactory range condition
and improve those in unsatisfactory range condi-
tion. Improved range condition would increase
forage quantity and quality thereby increasing the
potential for improved livestock production.

Impacts from Water Yield Management. Slight
to moderate beneficial impacts would result from
management actions that wouid increase water in
stock ponds and increase the amount and duration
of springflows and streams, especially intermittent
streams. During the grazing season, this would
allow livestock to stay in an area longer or move

could be highly significant depending on the
amount of additional feed required. (See Table F-3,

. Appendix F, DEIS), for current season-of-use by al-

lotment.) 1t is not known how many more might be
affected by the 20 percent browse use cut-off crite-
rion.

impacts from Forest Management. Slight to
moderate beneficial impacts would result from
woodland management where livestock forage pro-
duction and animal distribution would be increased
with the removal of pinyon-juniper. Aspen manage-
ment would result in similar impacts of increased

. forage in the understory and increased water yield

into areas previously without water thus gaining -

better distribution of stock on the range. The exact
extent of the beneficial impacts cannot be deter-
mined until management areas and sizes are deter-
mined.

Impacts from Critical Watershed Areas. Hold-
ing mid-July use to less than 30 percent might have

an impact .on allotments with debris flow hazards. -

Data indicate production might be adequate to use
active AUMs without exceeding this level; however,
monitoring would be necessary.

Impacts from Aquatic Habitat Management.
The amount of forage and water excluded from
livestock use by riparian vegetation enclosures
would be insignificant and thus would not impact

livestock grazing (see Required Management Stipu-

lations, Appendix B).

Impacts from Terrestrial Habitat Management.
Vegetation manipulation would provide long-term
benefits to livestock by increasing the amount of
available forage. Though most of the increased
forage developed for wildlife would accrue to wild-
life, some would be available for livestock. The
short-term impact (2 years) of keeping livestock off
the vegetation treatment areas would depend on

the size of the area treated and control of the -

stock.

Prohibiting livestock grazing after November 15

on 9 allotments would be insignificant. Prohibiting
livestock grazing after October 15 on 44 allotments
would require operators of those allotments to take
stock home up to 6 weeks early and provide addi-

tional feed, either grown or purchased hay. This -
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aiding distribution where duration of flow is length-
ened or new flows created. The exact extent of the
beneficial impacts cannot be determined until man-
agement areas and sizes are determined.

Impacts from Visual Resource Management.
Visual resource management Class |l objectives po-
tentially could increase the costs of vegetation ma-
nipulation projects because of limitations on size,
shape, location and treatment methods resulting in
low cost-benefit ratios. The extent of the adverse
impacts cannot be determined until site-specific lo-
cations are determined.

impacts from Land Tenure Adjustments. Land
disposals would involve approximately 10,000 acres
and 1,756 AUMs on 54 allotments. Significance of
impacts to each operation varies considerably;
however, 25 allotments would lose all of their public
land. Of these 25 allotments, 9 contain fewer than
15 AUMs. While removing this land from grazing
might not force any operators out of business, it
would certainly require adjustment in management
and reduction of herd size or acquisition of replace-
ment AUMSs, all of which would have an adverse
economic impact on the operations.

Impacts from Fire Management. The impacts
of fire management would be highly beneficial.
Using fire to manipulate shrubland and woodland
would increase livestock forage availability. The
identification of areas for fire management around
expensive range improvements helps limit potential
fire losses. The extent of beneficial impacts cannot
be determined until specific fire management plans
are prepared.

Cumulative impacts on Livestock Grazing

Significant beneficial impacts would result from
vegetation manipulation proposed by livestock graz-
ing, forest, and terrestrial habitat management pro-
grams increasing forage availability for livestock.
Over the 20-year implementation period, vegetation
manipulation of at least 27,800 acres would provide
an additional 12,742 AUMs. This is approximately a
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35 percent increase in AUMs above existing live-
stock use but 11 percent short of active prefer-
ence.

Fifty-four (54) allotments would be adversely af-
fected by land tenure disposals, 44 by the October
15 cut off date, and 2 would be adversely affected
by both actions.

Vegetation manipulation proposals would also
have an undetermined beneficial impact on live-
stock grazing by providing better livestock distribu-
tion through increased water yield.

Impacts on Vegetation

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Management actions that would not result in con-
versions generally would have insignificant impacts
on vegetation because large scale vegetation
changes would not occur. Management actions
such as timber and fuelwood harvest and vegeta-
tion manipulation for increased livestock and wild-
life forage production would reduce ground cover
and disturb soils, resulting in localized adverse im-
pacts. The localized significance of vegetation ma-
nipulations would be reduced by the 20-year imple-
mentation schedule, project dispersion throughout
the resource area, and required management stipu-
lations (Appendix B) for project impiementation. As
assumed in the Proposed Plan, harvesting forest
land and manipulating vegetation for livestock graz-
ing and terrestrial habitat management would result
in the following annual vegetation disturbances:

Commercial Forest Land Management (672
acres)—Ponderosa Pine, Douglas-fir, Spruce,
Lodgepole Pine

Woodland Management (955 acres)—Pinyon
Pine, Juniper, Aspen, Subalpine Fir

Livestock Grazing Management (1,390
acres)—Sagebrush, Mountain Brush, Pinyon
Pine, Juniper

Terrestrial Habitat Management (992 acres)—
Sagebrush, Mountain Brush, Pinyon Pine, Juni-
per

The acreage shown for commercial forest land
and woodland management is the allowable har-
vest converted to acres. The annual acreage
shown for livestock grazing and terrestrial habitat
management is 5 percent of the total proposed.

The figures shown are proposed by each re-
source; however, in some cases, acreages pro-
posed for management overlap and therefore
cannot be totaled. For example, cutting firewood in
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pinyon-juniper or aspen would also meet livestock
or wildlife needs for increased forage.

Site-specific impacts of vegetation changes are
discussed under the resource affected. For exam-
ple, the impacts of brush control on wildlife are dis-
cussed under Impacts on Terrestrial Habitat Man-
agement.

Modifying mountain shrub, sagebrush, pinyon-ju-
niper, and forest vegetation types in relative
amounts indicated above for 20 years would not
significantly affect vegetation types in the resource
area. This is because of the tremendous variety of
types and species diversity present since the re-
source area lies in the transition zone between two
distinctly different physiographic regions—the Colo-
rado Plateau and Southern Rocky Mountains.

No adverse impacts would occur to known occur-
rences of threatened or endangered plant species
from any management action that has identified a
site-specific project location. Threatened, endan-
gered, or sensitive plant species would be protect-
ed from adverse impacts of management actions
through activity plans and environmental assess-
ments when specific site locations are identified. If
a project is proposed near a known occurrence of a
threatened, endangered, or sensitive species or in
its habitat, a survey would be done to determine if
any individuals of the species were present.

Cumuiative impacts on Vegetation

Cumulative impacts on vegetation would be the
same as those discussed under Impacts from Pro-
posed Management Actions.

Impacts on Forestry

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

impacts from Forest Management. Managing
17,905 acres of commercial forest land would resuit
in a potential annual allowable harvest of 1.8 million
board feet. This is approximately the same level as
current management. Including aspen and subal-
pine fir in the acreage suitable for woodland har-
vest would increase the present acreage of 58,555
to 82,470, an increase of 23,915 acres. Managing
82,470 acres of suitable woodland would result in a
potential annual harvest of 6,465 cords. Pinyon-juni-
per fuelwood use, currently averaging 1,800 cords
annually, would be limited to a potential annual har-
vest of 3,535 cords. Aspen and subalpine fir pres-
ently are used only as minor fuelwood products.
Since the demand for aspen and subalpine fir
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would dictate the amount harvested, the total
annual woodland harvest would not be expected to
reach 6,465 cords.

Harvest practices such as clearcutting, shelter-
wood cutting, selective cutting, and commercial
thinning would increase stand productivity thereby
increasing revenues and improving wildlife habitat.

Forest development practices such as precom-
mercial thinnings and plantings would increase
vigor and growth in managed forest stands and
thus increase forest production potential. Actual in-
creased production is unknown but is considered
significant because it wouid decrease disease and
pest incidence in these stands.

Acquiring legal access into presently inaccessible
forest stands would open these areas to public land
management.

Proposed management actions in mature or over-
mature forest stands would help maintain the over-
all health and productivity of the forest resource.
Mortality volume losses often exceed growth in
overmature stands, and by harvesting these deca-
dent stands, sites would shortly reforest to young,
prolific-growing trees. Through harvesting, an addi-
tional wood supply would be made available to the
wood products industry.

Impacts from Water Yield Management. The
impacts of harvesting aspen to increase water yield
under the forest management program are un-
known at this time. Once the soundness of this
practice has been verified and the sites selected
for harvest, the impacts can be analyzed. Also, until
the experimental project is designed, the impacts of
this proposal cannot be quantified. These impacts
would be analyzed in a site-specific analysis prior to
conducting the experiment.

Impacts from Critical Watershed Areas. Clos-
ing 525 acres of woodland in municipal watersheds
and 655 acres of woodland in severe debris flow
hazard zones would remove a total of 1,180 acres
from the total woodland base of 214,310 acres.
When compared with the total base, this loss is in-
significant.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing and Terrestri-
al Habitat Management. Chaining.in the pinyon-ju-
niper forest type would conflict with woodland man-
agement objectives for fuelwood sales if the
chained trees were not made available for fuelwood
collection. Chained pinyon-juniper could be inacces-
sible for fuelwood collection depending on location
and access. In addition, this woodland resource
would be lost if burned. Proposed pinyon-juniper
vegetation manipulation areas are unknown be-
cause the livestock grazing management objectives
for chaining and burning cover other vegetation
types. Woodland species could take 40 years to re-

generate after chaining and 60 years to regenerate
after burning. This loss would be considerable, es-
pecially if a large degree of vegetation manipulation
occurred on forest land suitable for forest manage-

‘ment.

Minor beneficial impacts would be gained from
chaining practices, such as increasing the available
supply of fuelwood that could be offered for sale, if
such chainings were accessible.

Harvesting aspen to increase livestock and wild-

-life forage while possibly increasing water vyield

would also increase the actual woodland harvest,
thus helping achieve the annual allowable harvest

_ of 6,465 cords.

Increased livestock numbers would increase
damage to forest regeneration. Generally, such
damage is insignificant except where high-valued
commercial forest land reforestation at proper
forest stocking levels is a requirement. Added refor-
estation cost would result if grazing use were al-
lowed in these stands. Suspension of grazing or
fencing in reforestation areas could reduce poten-
tial impacts.

Seeding and fertilizing on forest land to promote
understory browse species would create added
competition for moisture and nutrients, potentially
reducing forest growth. The impact is considered
insignificant.

Restricting motorized vehicle travel in forested
big game crucial winter ranges and during elk calv-
ing season could increase logging costs and possi-
bly lower timber sales receipts. These added costs
could be reduced by extending contract periods to
compensate for expected lost harvest time, thus re-
ducing the impacts significantly.

Impacts from Recreation Resource Manage-
ment. Designating the Thompson Creek area as a
natural environment area and prohibiting harvesting
within Deep Creek Canyon would reduce the forest
land base by 560 acres and 80 acres, respectively.

. This loss would be insignificant because the forest
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land consists of marginal volumes per acre and the
stands are not readily accessible.

Designation of recreation sites would result in a
loss of 25 acres of forest land. This loss also would
be insignificant. Alternative harvest methods might
need to be implemented adjacent to such recrea-
tion sites; however, the few acres impacted would
have an insignificant impact on the forest manage-
ment program.

The designation of approximately 15,500 acres
for semi-primitive non-motorized recreation through-
out the resource area would have a minor negative
effect on the forestry program. On Sunlight Peak,
restrictions placed on harvesting and road building
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would make harvesting economically marginal on
1,960 acres.

Restrictions on road construction in forest areas
designated semi-primitive motorized would increase
harvesting costs and potentially reduce timber sale
receipts. The overall impact likely would be minor.

Designating Hack Lake as a recreation manage-
ment area would reduce the forest base by approxi-
mately 3,456 acres. Of this lost acreage, 1,800
acres are commercial forest land supporting an es-
timated 9.3 million board-feet of spruce-fir and
1,656 acres are noncommercial forest land support-
ing aspen. Loss of acreage and volume from the
forest base would be considerable. However, the
lack of physical access to the area creates a mar-
ginal forest sales program for Hack Lake, thus re-
ducing the significance of this adverse impact.

Impacts from Wilderness Resource Manage-
ment. Wilderness designations of Eagle Mountain
(190 acres of forest land), Hack Lake (10 acres of
forest fand), and Bull Guich (1,480 acres of forest
land) would reduce the forest land base and man-
agement opportunities by 1,680 acres. The impacts
of these designations on forestry would be insignifi-
cant because these forest lands are inaccessible
and have marginal volumes per acre.

Impacts from Visual Resource Management.
The designations of Bull Gulch, Thompson Creek,
and Deep Creek as visual resource management
(VRM) Class | areas would result in a loss of 2,120
acres of forest land. This loss would be minimal as
most of this forest is unsuitable for management.

VRM Class Il designations would affect 35 per-
cent of the forest land. The impact would be mod-
erate as stipulations placed on harvesting in these
Class Il areas would increase logging costs and de-
crease timber sale revenues.

VRM Class Il designations would affect 25 per-
cent of the forest land. The impacts would be slight
as stipulations placed on harvesting wouid be minor
under this class.

Impacts from Land Tenure Adjustments. Dis-
posal zones would affect 2,650 acres of forest
tand. Approximately 850 acres of pinyon-juniper and
1,800 acres of commercial forest land species
would be lost through disposal. The overall effect
would be minimal; however, loss of opportunities to
harvest forest or woodland products might be sig-
nificant locally.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicie Management.
Off-road vehicle (ORV) limitations proposed by criti-
cal watershed, recreation and wildlife management
could impact forest management to a moderate
degree. An estimated 2,500 acres could be affect-
ed by ORV limitations. Limitations could increase
the already major problem of limited access to
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public land, especially important to the fuelwood
sale program. Closing roads or limiting use to exist-
ing or designated roads and trails would slightly
affect fuelwood collection. Such limitations, howev-
er, would help control wood trespass.

Seasonal limitations (see Impacts from Wildlife
Habitat Management) would affect forest product
sales as well as harvesting times and sale receipts.
These impacts would have the greatest impacts on
commercial fuelwood cutters.

Impacts from Transportation Management.
Any development of roads (upgrading, new con-
struction, easement acquisitions) would greatly
benefit forest management by reducing the cost of
timber sales and administrative work in the forest
management program.

Impacts from Fire Management. Managing fires
within fire management areas would reduce forest
fuels and competitive vegetation thereby increasing
forest growth and productivity. In fire exclusion
areas with forest resources, the forest would be
provided with a certain degree of insurance against
major disasters. Buildups of forest fuels in these
areas are inevitable, however.

Cumulative Impacts on Forestry

By intensively managing forest lands, forest pro-
ductivity and revenues would increase. Overall
health and vigor of stands would be improved, and
disease and insect problems would generally be re-
duced. In the long term (200 or more years for
commercial forest land), the annual allowable har-
vest would increase.

Approximately 100,375 acres of forest land or 39
percent of the total existing resource area forest
base would be managed. This management would
provide an annual allowable harvest of 1.8 million
board feet of timber and could provide as much as
6,465 cords of fuelwood annually. This annual har-
vest rate is expected to meet or exceed the
demand for wood products for the next 10 years.

Impacts on Recreation Resources

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Impacts from Recreation Resource Manage-
ment. Because existing recreation opportunity
spectrum (ROS) settings and recreational opportu-
nites would be maintained on approximately
495,526 acres (88 percent of the resource area), a
variety of settings would remain available.
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All primitive and semi-primitive non-motorized
ROS settings (18,490 acres) would be protected by
off-road vehicle (ORV) closures and limitations that
would prevent conflicts between non-motorized and
motorized uses. The closure in the Hack Lake area
would have a minor adverse impact because it
would preclude the existing small amount of trail-
bike use presently occurring on the Ute Trail.

Designation of the Thompson Creek Natural En-
vironment Area (4,286 acres); identification of three
recreation management areas in Deep Creek
(2,470 acres), Hack Lake (3,456 acres), and Bull
Gulch (10,214 acres); and the restrictions on miner-
al exploration and development in these four areas
would protect recreation resource values and ROS
settings.

Maintenance of existing recreational facilities
would prevent deterioration of these sites. The de-
velopment of 23 additional facilities would accom-
modate existing and expected future recreational
use occurring in these areas, prevent deterioration
of the sites caused by increased use, and reduce
visitor safety and health problems.

Changing 16,577 acres of existing semi-primitive
non-motorized classes to semi-primitive motorized
classes would have low adverse impacts. Although
these changes represent a substantial reduction of
scarce semi-primitive non-motorized recreational
opportunities on public land, the significance is re-
duced because of the local supply- of this setting on
national forest lands and because user preferences
for hunting and hiking, the major activities in the af-
fected areas, are equal for semi-primitive non-mo-
torized and semi-primitive motorized settings. In ad-
dition, limiting ORV use to designated roads and
trails on 20,078 acres on Castle Peak would main-
tain opportunities for non-motorized recreation.

Impacts from Water Quality Management. im-
provement in water quality would benefit aquatic
habitat by decreasing sedimentation and salinity.
The effects of aquatic habitat improvement on rec-
reation are discussed in Impacts from Aquatic Habi-
tat Management.

Impacts from Critical Watershed Areas. ORV
limitations on 63,184 acres in critical watershed
areas would have adverse impacts on motorcycle
and four-wheel drive use. Although the affected
areas are generally near population centers, the
overall adverse effect is insignificant because ORV
use on public land is a very small percentage of the
total use in the region and the limitations do not
close the areas to ORV use.

" the fishing success ratio. However,

the effect
cannot be quantified since fishing success is only
one of several factors that affect a fishing experi-
ence.

Habitat improvements on Hack Lake would pro-
tect populations of the state listed threatened Colo-
rado River cutthroat trout, one of the resource
values identified within the proposed Hack Lake
recreation management area.

Impacts from Terrestrial Habitat, Livestock
Grazing, and Forest Management. Vegetation
manipulations proposed by terrestrial habitat man-
agement, livestock grazing management, and forest
management would cause concentrations of vege-
tation and surface disturbances that would be in-
consistent with management objectives for existing
semi-primitive non-motorized and semi-primitive mo-
torized ROS classes and result in changes, respec-
tively, to the semi-primitive motorized and roaded

" natural classes. The impacts are quantified in the

Impacts from Aquatic Habitat Management.

Habitat improvement of 60 miles of streams in the
resource area would increase fish populations and
could enhance fishing opportunities by increasing
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cumulative impacts section.

Manipulating 1,844 acres of vegetation per year
would increase big game habitat and populations
and could enhance hunting opportunities by in-
creasing the hunting success ratio. However, the
effect cannot be quantified since hunting success is
only one of several factors that affect a hunting ex-
perience.

Prohibiting snowmobile use during certain times
of the year would have low adverse impacts in
most of the resource area and low to moderate im-
pacts in the areas south of Parachute and Rifle and
in the Basalt Mountain area. The impacts on these
areas would be more significant because access
across public land to adjacent national forest land
where most of the snowmobile use occurs would
be reduced. The impacts of the limitations on mo-
torcycle and four-wheel drive use would be minimal
since use would be allowed on existing roads and
trails.

Impacts from Wilderness Resource Manage-
ment. Wilderness designation of 10,118 acres in
the Eagle Mountain, Hack Lake, and Bull Gulch Wil-
derness Study Areas would maintain existing ROS
settings and recreational opportunities in these
areas and provide additional wilderness recreation
opportunities in the region.

impacts from Visual Resource Management.
Designation of 9,184 acres in Deep Creek and Bull
Gulch as areas of critical environmental concern
(ACECs) and management of these two areas and
the Thompson Creek Natural Environment Area
(4,286 acres) under visual resource management
(VRM) Class | objectives would provide additional
protection for their primitive and semi-primitive non-
motorized settings and fragile and unique resource
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values. VRM Class Il objectives would protect semi-
primitive non-motorized settings in Hack Lake and
the 2,452 acres of the Bull Gulch area outside of
the proposed ACEC.

Impacts from Land Tenure Adjustments. The
proposed disposals would have minimal to low ad-
verse impacts on dispersed recreational opportuni-
ties, mainly hunting, because most of the tracts are
small and many are currently inaccessible to the
general public.

Impacts from Transportation Management.
Obtaining legal access to inaccessible public land
would accommodate existing levels of recreation
use and expected recreation demand for all recre-
ational activities. Increased access would result in
moderate to high increases in visitor use through-
out the resource area. Acquisition of private land on
the upper Colorado River near Twin Bridges would
allow the deveiopment of a river access site that
would accommodate existing and future levels of
floatboating use and reduce trespass problems on
private land.

Impacts from Utility and Communication Fa-
cility Management. The unsuitable and sensitive
zoning classifications would help protect all devel-
oped recreation sites, all primitive and semi-primi-
tive non-motorized ROS classes, the proposed
Thompson Creek Natural Environment Area, and
the entire upper Colorado River corridor between
State Bridge and Dotsero by either precluding con-
struction of such facilities or identifying areas where
restrictive stipulations would be applied to reduce
the impacts.

Impacts from Fire Management. Including all
developed recreation sites in the fire exclusion
zones would help protect the sites from wildfire and
decrease fire hazards to recreational users.

Cumulative Impacts on Recreation Resources

Existing ROS settings and recreational opportuni-
ties would be maintained on approximately 88 per-
cent of the resource area. Thus, a variety of oppor-
tunities would remain available.

Concentrations of vegetation manipulations and
timber harvesting would cause changes in 16,577
acres from the existing semi-primitive non-motor-
ized class to semi-primitive motorized and 53,939
acres from existing semi-primitive motorized to
roaded natural. Additional impacts to the physical
settings could occur since any future proposals
would be subject to the less restrictive objectives of
the proposed classes. The overall effects would be
low as approximately 17,768 acres in the resource
area would remain in the semi-primitive non-motor-
ized class and approximately 276,713 acres would
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remain in the semi-primitive motorized class. Thus,
ample supplies of semi-primitive non-motorized and
motorized settings would remain available in the re-
source area and the region. A variety of recreation-
al opportunities would also be available.

Changes of existing semi-primitive non-motorized
classes to semi-primitive motorized would cause a
loss of 16,577 acres of scarce semi-primitive non-
motorized recreation opportunities. However, the
overall adverse affect would be low because of the
local supply of this setting on national forest land
and because user preferences for the major activi-
ties which occur in the affected areas are equal for
semi-primitive non-motorized and semi-primitive mo-
torized settings.

Identification of recreation management areas,
ORYV closures and limitations, mineral restrictions,
VRM objectives, designation of the natural environ-
ment area and ACECs, and zoning for utility and
communication facilities would protect primitive and
semi-primitive non-motorized ROS classes and
unique and fragile resource values in Thompson
Creek, Deep Creek, Hack Lake, and Bull Guich.

Maintenance of existing developed recreational
facilities would prevent deterioration of these sites.
The development of 23 additional facilities would
accommodate existing and expected future recre-
ational use in high use areas and would prevent de-
terioration caused by this use. Acquisition of legal
access to currently inaccessible public land would
provide for future recreation demands for all activi-
ties. The access acquisitions would result in moder-
ate to high increases in recreational use throughout
the resource area.

Impacts on Social and Economic
Conditions

All resource recommendations were evaluated
for social and economic impacts. Only those deter-
mined to be of potential social and economic sig-
nificance to individuals, groups, communities, or the
resource area are discussed here. Economic im-
pacts were quantified unless they were too small to
be measured, were of indeterminate size, or had no
acceptable economic measures available.

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

impacts from Water Quality Management. Ef-
forts to monitor and address water quality problems
might have some marginal economic and social
impact. The quality of recreation use of water might
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be improved, and water treatment costs could be
slightly lowered.

Impacts from Water Yield Management.
Demand for water locally and throughout the west-
ern United States promises to continue to grow. An
increase in water yield of 700 to 3,440 acre-feet,
equivalent to about 1% percent of annual use in
the upper Colorado River drainage, would yield
minor positive economic and social benefits.

Impacts from Critical Watershed Areas. Munic-
ipal watershed protection could result in lower
water treatment costs. Reduced debris flow would
prevent property loss or damage to private land-
owners. Off-road restrictions in erosion hazard
areas would reduce sediment yield and prolong the
useful life of downstream retention or diversion
structures resulting in marginal economic benefits.

Impacts From Aquatic Habitat Management.
Improved aquatic habitat and higher fish popula-
tions would increase the probability of catching fish
which would improve the quality of the fishing expe-
rience with positive social and economic results.

Livestock Grazing Management. Table 5-8
shows the estimated economic impacts of forage
allocation proposals. The net effect of the initial
forage allocations would be minimal, the addition of
1,017 animal-unit months (AUMs) generating only
small increases in gross and net revenue. The
effect on individual ranching operations could be
significant, though. Pending monitoring, 77 opera-
tors would receive allocation reductions totaling
6,037 AUMs while 80 operators would receive a
total increase of 7,054 AUMs.

Table 5-8. Income Effects of Changes in Forage Allocation

Number Change in Forage Change in Gross Change in Net
of Allocation (AUMS) Revenue (dollars) Revenue (dollars}
Ranches Total Average Total Average Total F\verage
. ’ i
Initial Allocation
REAUCHIONS ..ot enrn e ene 77 | -6,037 ~78 1 —189,465 | —2,461 | —113,569 | —1,475
INCTEASES ..ottt b s 80 ;i +7,054 +88 | +217,223 | +2,715 | +129,396 | +1,617
NBE et 157 | 4+1,017 +6 | +27,758 +177 , +15,827 +101
Potential Allocation _

REAUCHIONS ....ceerurceieri st seserenenessesesenene) 331 —1,221 -37| —-36,789 | —1,115| —21,550 —653
INCFEASES ..ottt b e s erenserion 120 | 414,106 +118 | 496,404 | +3,912 | +292,546 | +2,438
NEL..c e e 153 | -+12,884 +84 | +432,615 | +2,828 | +270,996 | +1,771
_ ———— | - . L R —

The methodology used to assess the income ef-
fects of changes in forage allocation does not
enable the evaluation of specific ranching oper-
ations. However, estimated changes in average net
revenue (personal income) by ranch size suggest
that several ranches would be significantly affected
(see Appendix J, Table 4, DEIS). Average net reve-
nue changes for mid-size cattle ranches range from
a drop of $1,475 per ranch (a 13 percent reduction)
to an increase of $1,617 per ranch (a 15 percent
increase). To the extent that individual operations
would be economically affected, their social well-
being and quality of life would also be affected.

Any adverse impacts would be mitigated by sev-
eral factors. No forage allocation changes would
take place until monitoring had verified the need for
such changes. The implementation period (5 years)
would provide an opportunity to restructure a ranch-
ing operation or to find alternate sources of forage
and income, thus avoiding the full impact of any
forage reductions.

In addition, forage improvement projects in the
long term would provide a considerable increase in
livestock forage to two thirds of area ranches. Suc-

. cessful implementation of proposed projects would
increase livestock forage by 13,466 AUMs, a 36
percent increase, stimulating a 2 percent increase
in gross revenue and a 17 percent increase in aver-
age net revenue.

Impacts from Terrestrial Habitat Management.
Forage allocated to big game would be increased

- in the long term by 16.6 percent. However, some
big game forage would be lost due to residential

- and commercial development of private land and

public land that had been disposed of. The net
effect would be a long-term increase of 9 percent
in big game forage availability on public land.

The increase would translate into directly propor-
tional growth in deer and elk populations and in
recreational uses associated with big game. Local
expenditures in support of big game recreational
activities would grow $1.3 million from the current
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$14.8 million—an 8 percent increase. Employment
would increase by 137 man-years and personal
income would grow by $1.0 million. Although this is
less than 1 percent of the area’s total personal
income, it could be significant because much of the
growth would take place in the fall, a traditionally
slow economic period. Moreover, the changes
would be focused on that business sector which
relies on hunting and other big game-related recre-
ational activities.

Access recommendations under this proposal
could result in some increase in hunter use of
public land. To the extent this encouraged more
hunting activity in the resource area, economic
benefits would accrue. Most of the use would
simply be movement from other parts of the re-
source area, however. Access to or through public
land would also diminish somewhat the income of
those who charge gate fees for access through
their property.

The social well-being and quality of life of some
area residents could be postively affected due to
higher income and the marginally increased ease
with which big game recreational activities could be
pursued.

Impacts from Forest Management. Recom-
mendations would provide 1.8 million board feet of
sawtimber and 6,465 cords of fuelwood annually.
Half of the fuelwood (3,200 cords) would be resold
by commercial cutters, and all of the timber would
be manufactured and sold as lumber, together gen-
erating annual sales of $998,000. This is about 10
percent of current wood product sales generated in
the area by BLM and the U. S. Forest Service. This
could result in direct and induced growth in person-
al income of $377,000, 35 man-years of employ-
ment, and $103,000 of annual federal revene.

The sale of the remaining 3,200 cords of fuel-
wood to the public for private use would not gener-
ate local economic activity. However, it would help
offset residential energy costs and provide friends
and family an opportunity to recreate and socialize.

Impacts from Recreation Resource Manage-
ment. The local economic and social impacts of
recreation management activities would be minimal.
An increase in the number of recreational facilities
would improve the quality and hence the value of
recreational experiences. Designation of the Hack
Lake Recreation Management Area would remove
9.3 million board feet of commercial timber from
available supply; however, the economic impact of
that lost supply would be minimal.

Impacts from Wilderness Resource Manage-
ment. An insignificant quantity of commercial
timber in the Bull Gulch WSA could be removed
from the area’s timber supply with no economic
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impact. Only low mineral values would be affected
with no economic impact. Therefore, any net
change in the amount of recreation use in the re-
source area would be unlikely. Hence, no social or
economic impact due to changes in recreation use
would occur. The potential for increasing livestock
forage in suitable wilderness areas would be re-
duced by limitations on vegetation manipulation, but
the economic impacts would be minimal.

Impacts from Land Tenure Adjustments. Ap-
proximately 15500 acres would be added to the
private land base in the resource area, an increase
of about 2.1 percent. This increase in the supply of
available land could have a downward effect on the
price of other undeveloped land, particularly on
nearby properties. Such an effect would benefit po-
tential buyers, but would adversely affect landown-
ers.

An increase in BLM administrative costs would
be required to process land sale proposals. Howev-
er, clarification of the disposal status of public land
in the resource area would reduce costs for both
BLM and applicants.

Federal sales revenue could be up to $11 million,
based on estimated sales prices ranging from $200
to $1,000 per acre. Local jurisdictions would benefit
from increased property tax revenues, although
their administrative costs would increase by addi-
tions to the private land base. However, receipts
from sales would go to the federal treasury.

The proposed sale tracts include 7,306 acres of
crucial big game winter range. The average value
of such land in the resource area has been estimat-
ed at $176 to $725 per acre of crucial winter range
(see Existing Management Situation, Wildlife, avail-
able for review at the Glenwood Springs Resource
Area office). if, after disposal, that land were devel-
oped and lost forage were not replaced, adverse
economic impacts would be felt. The economic
analysis of the terrestrial habitat management pro-
posals assumes such a loss.

The tracts also include land with approximately
1,600 AUMs of livestock forage which could be
transferred to private ownership and potentially lost
as productive rangeland.

Impacts from Utility and Communication Fa-
cility Management. Designation of zones to guide
placement of utility and communication facilities
could have beneficial economic impacts by reduc-
ing administrative and processing time and costs
for both BLM and applicants.
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Cumulative Impacts on Social and Economic
Conditions

Table 5-9 shows the cumulative annual impacts
of proposed management actions on personal
income and employment. Net changes for both are
minimal, about % of 1 percent of the resource area
totals, but individuals or certain groups might be
significantly affected. Other proposed management
actions would not have measurable economic im-
pacts. Area population and the provision of public
and social services would be unaffected.

None of the proposed management actions
under the Proposed Plan would significantly affect
population, the overall economy, or the quality of
life and social well-being factors identified in the Af-
fected Environment as important in this area. How-
ever, the quality of life and social well-being of a
small group of individuals would be adversely im-
pacted as a result of the livestock grazing and ter-
restrial habitat management proposals.

Table 5-9. Cumulative Impacts on Personal
Income and Employment

- — —
o i Change in Cé‘;g?sy["
i ange Personal
Management Activity Agent income (%t;r:]t_
($1,000) years)
Livestock Grazing............. +1,017 435 [
: AUMs
Wildlife Forage................... +9 +960 +137
percent
(AUMSs)
Forest Land..........ccoeeeee +5,033" +377 +35
Net Change .................. +1,372 +172

'iﬁ thousand board feet

The impacts from terrestrial habitat and forest
management would endure over the long term. The
livestock grazing management impacts are short
term but were included because short-term forage
allocation decisions might be decisive to individual
ranches.

Social well-being and quality of life are unlikely to
be significantly affected by proposals under the
Proposed Plan.

Impacts on Cultural Resburces

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Impacts from Cultural Resource Management.
Designation of the Blue Hill Archaeological District
as an area of critical environmental concern and

nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places would help protect significant cultural re-
sources and provide additional information about
the prehistoric cultures.

Actively managing high value cultural sites would
substantially decrease the number of sites lost and
would slow or prevent deterioration of the values
present. Establishing and maintaining accurate and
complete data about these sites would also signifi-
cantly add to our knowledge of these past cultures.

Cultural resource inventories conducted for all
surface-disturbing activities would result in in-
creased information about the local cultural re-

. sources and thus contribute to our knowledge of

the past.

No significant adverse impacts would occur from
managing high value sites or from protecting the
Blue Hill Archaeological District.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management.
Livestock grazing would result in cultural resource
loss or damage as a result of livestock trampling
and rubbing. However, present information indi-
cates these impacts would be insignificant because
most sites are not susceptible to these impacts.

Cumulative Impacts on Cultural Resources

Cumulative impacts would be the same as those
presented under Proposed Management Actions.

Impacts on Paleontological Resources

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Proposed management actions would not ad-
versely affect paleontological resources. Required
paleontological resource clearances in areas with a
high probability of fossil occurrence would prevent
the accidental destruction of fossils present.

Required paleontological resource clearances
could result in beneficial impacts. Information would
be collected about local paleontological resources.
However, little information would be collected as a
direct result of implementation of this plan as few
projects are proposed in high occurrence areas.

Cumulative Impacts on Paleontological
Resources

Cumulative impacts would be the same as those
presented under Proposed Management Actions.
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Impacts on Wilderness Values

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Impacts from Wilderness Resource Manage-
ment. Designating the entire Eagle Mountain Wil-
derness Study Area (WSA) (330 acres) and por-
tions of the Hack Lake (10 acres) and Bull Guich
(9,778 acres) WSAs as wilderness would protect
wilderness values and permit the natural ecological
processes to continue. Protecting the wilderness
values would in turn benefit related supplemental
values such as wildlife, geological, ecological, and
scenic values.

Diversity in the local wilderness supply would in-
crease as a result of the designation of the Bull
Gulch WSA because its ecosystem type is not lo-
cally represented.

Transferring administration of the entire Eagle
Mountain WSA and the suitable portion of the Hack
Lake WSA to the U. S. Forest Service would pro-
vide consistent management with the existing adja-
cent wildernesses.

Wilderness values would be adversely affected
by nondesignation of the 19,876 acres recommend-
ed as nonsuitable since the areas could be open to
development of other resources. These impacts are
discussed as follows by resource activity and in the
cumulative impacts section.

Estimates indicate recreational use of the areas
recommended as suitable would be less than 1
percent of the total use [ocally in the year 2000.
Thus, designation of these areas would not be sig-
nificant in meeting future wilderness demand.

impacts from Aquatic Habitat Management.
Habitat improvement at Hack Lake would protect
habitat for the Colorado River cutthroat trout, a
state threatened species and one of the supple-
mental values of the Hack Lake WSA.

Impacts from Forest Management. Timber
management in the Castle Peak WSA and on 4,586
acres of the Bull Gulch WSA would impair the natu-
ralness of these areas. Human activities and noise
associated with timber harvesting would also
reduce opportunities for solitude.

Impacts from Recreation Resource Manage-
ment. The off-road vehicle (ORV) closure and long-
term management under objectives for the semi-
primitive non-motorized class would maintain primi-
tive recreational opportunities in 3,108 acres of the
nonsuitable portion of the Hack Lake WSA. The no
surface facilities stipulation on oil and gas leasing in
this semi-primitive non-motorized zone would also
provide protection of the area’s natural character.
The ORV closure and management under semi-
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primitive non-motorized objectives would help main-
tain primitive recreational opportunities in the suit-
able portion of the Bull Gulch WSA; however, mo-
torized use would be prohibited regardless upon
designation.

The ORYV limitation on Castle Peak would main-
tain primitive recreational opportunities since use
would be limited mainly to designated roads east of
the WSA.

The remaining 4,586 acres of the Bull Guich
WSA which would be open to ORV use could con-
flict with and reduce opportunities for primitive
types of recreation.

Impacts from Visual Resource Management.
Designation of 6,077 acres within the suitable por-
tion of the Bull Guich WSA as an ACEC and man-
agement under visual resource management (VRM)
Class | objectives would provide additional protec-
tion of the area’s visual quality. However, all of the
suitable areas would be managed under Class | ob-
jectives upon wilderness designation. All of the
nonsuitable portion of the Hack Lake WSA and
9,314 acres of the Castle Peak WSA would be
managed under VRM Class Il objectives, which
would protect their visual qualities. Visual quality
could be degraded in the nonsuitable portion of the
Bull Guich WSA and the remaining 2,626 acres of
the Castle Peak WSA because of the less restric-
tive VRM Ciass Il and Class |V objectives.

Impacts from Utility and Communication Fa-
cility Management. Zoning all of the Eagle Moun-
tain and Hack Lake WSAs and the suitable portion
of the Bull Gulch WSA as unsuitable for utility and
communication facilities would help protect the nat-
uralness of the areas. Zoning all of the Castle Peak
WSA and the remainder of the Bull Gulch WSA as
sensitive for such facilities would not eliminate, but
could reduce, impacts on naturainess.

Cumulative Impacts on Wilderness Values

Wilderness values would be preserved in 10,118
acres in the Eagle Mountain, Hack Lake, and Bull
Gulch WSAs. Preservation of wilderness values
would in turn protect related supplemental values
including wildlife, geological, ecological, and scenic
values. Diversity in the local wilderness supply
would be increased by designation of the suitable
portion of the Bull Gulch WSA since its ecosystem
type is not currently represented locally.

Wilderness values would be adversely affected
by non-designation on the 19,876 acres recom-
mended as nonsuitable. These adverse impacts
would be low on approximately 3,350 acres, but wil-
derness values would likely be lost on 16,526
acres. The impacts would be minimal in the Hack
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Lake WSA as a no surface facilities stipulation on
mineral leasing, unsuitable designation for utilities,
off-road vehicle closure, prohibition on timber har-
vesting, and the management objectives for the

semi-primitive  non-motorized class would provide .

protection of the area’s natural character and op-
portunities for solitude and primitive recreation. Nat-
uralness in the remaining 4,586 acres of the Bull
Gulch WSA would likely be impaired because of
timber management and vegetation manipulation
for wildlife and livestock. Adverse impacts would be
most significant in the Castle Peak WSA since
timber management would impair naturalness in the
entire WSA. Limiting ORV use to designated roads
and trails in the Castle Peak WSA would maintain
some opportunities for primitive recreation and soli-
tude.

impacts on Visual Resources

Impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Impacts from Visual Resource Management.
Visual quality on approximately 519,345 acres (92
percent) of the resource area would be maintained.
Designation of Deep Creek (2,470 acres) and Bull
Gulch (6,714 acres) as areas of critical environmen-
tal concern (ACECs) and management of both
areas and the Thompson Creek Natural Environ-
ment Area under visual
(VRM) Class | objectives would protect the visual
qualities of these areas.

resource management .

Managing 1,365 acres in the Parachute Creek .

area under Class IV objectives instead of Class lli
objectives would have minimal impacts because of
the small acreage involved and the impact on the

area of adjacent land uses (oil shale development). -

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat, Livestock Graz-
ing, and Forest Management. Vegetation manipu-
lations proposed in some areas by terrestrial habi-
tat, livestock grazing, and timber management

would cause concentrations of vegetation and sur-
face disturbances that would be inconsistent with -

VRM Class Il objectives and result in changes to
Class lll. The impacts are quantified in the cumula-
tive impacts section.

Impacts from Critical Watershed Areas. The
off-road vehicle (ORV) limitations on 63,184 acres
would help maintain visual quality in the restricted
areas by reducing degradation from ORVs. The
debris flow area near Glenwood Springs and the
ORV areas near Gypsum and Eagle would be the
most significant since these areas are within the
viewshed of Interstate 70.
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Impacts from Recreation Resource Manage-
ment. Management objectives for the primitive and
semi-primitive nonmotorized recreation opportunity
spectrum (ROS) classes would help maintain visual
quality. Thompson Creek, the two proposed ACECs
in Deep Creek and Bull Guich, and Class A scenic
quality area on Hack Lake are within these ROS
classes. ORV closures in the above areas would
also help maintain visual quality.

Impacts from Wilderness Resource Manage-
ment. Designation of 10,118 acres as wilderness
would maintain the visual quality of the areas in a
natural state. Designation of the suitable portion of
the Bull Gulch WSA would help protect the visual
quality of 6,077 acres of the proposed ACEC.

Impacts from Utility and Communication Fa-
cility Management. The unsuitabie classifications
would protect visual quality by preciuding construc-
tion of utility and communication facilities. The two
proposed ACECs (9,184 acres) and Thompson
Creek (4,286 acres) are included in this classifica-
tion. The sensitive classification would protect
visual quality by identifying areas where restrictive
stipulations would be applied to mitigate the im-
pacts of such facilities in conformance with VRM
objectives.

Cumulative Impacts on Visual Resources

Visual quality of approximately 92 percent of the
resource area would be maintained. Designation of
Deep Creek and Bull Gulch as ACECs and man-
agement of both areas and the Thompson Creek
Natural Environment Area under VRM Class | ob-
jectives would help protect these areas’ visual qua-
lities. .

Changing 45,332 acres of tentative VRM Class !
to Class Il would degrade the visual quality in
these areas by concentrations of vegetation manip-
ulations and timber harvesting. Changing an addi-
tional 1,365 acres of tentative Class Il to Class IV
would allow degradation of the visual qualities of
these areas. Visual quality could be further degrad-
ed on the total 46,697 acres which would be man-
aged under lower VRM objectives since any future
proposals would also be subject to the less restric-
tive objectives. The overall detrimental effects
would be low as the changes generally occur out-
side of the foregrounds of major viewsheds.
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Impacts on Transportation

impacts from Proposed Management Actions

Providing 41 miles of additional public roads, 48
miles of additional public trails, and acquiring 48
new easements should satisfy most demands for
access by the public and BLM.

The Proposed Plan would provide greater access
to public land. Traffic on roads and trails would in-
crease as public access increased and road condi-
tions improved. Increased access could potentially
increase vandalism, littering, and off-road vehicle
damage. Increased traffic would increase mainte-
nance and maintenance expenditures.

The Proposed Plan would provide better quality
roads. Additional access would provide many im-
portant resource programs with two points of
access which would spread out use and provide al-
ternate ingress and egress in poor weather. This
would help to prevent degradation to the transpor-
tation system.

improved access would help the various resource
programs accomplish their management objectives.

Cumulative Impacts on Transportation

Cumulative impacts would be the same as those
discussed under Impacts from Proposed Manage-
ment Actions.

SHORT-TERM USE VERSUS
LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

For analysis purposes, short term refers to the
period of implementation gf the plan within about
10 years, and /ong term refers to the period 20
years or beyond in which the proposals’ adverse or
beneficial impacts would still occur.

Soils

In the short term, soil loss would increase slightly
due to vegetation manipulation proposals to in-
crease forage for livestock and wildlife. Soil loss
would also increase slightly in timber and woodland
harvest areas. In the long term, improved vegeta-
tion production in sagebrush, mountain brush, and
pinyon-juniper treatment areas would improve
ground cover and reduce soil loss below existing
conditions thus providing a long-term net benefit to
the soil resource in these areas. In conifer and
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aspen areas, soil loss in the long term would return
to pretreatment or preharvest levels.

Water Resources

Water quality conditions would decline in the
short term due to vegetation manipulation, timber
and woodland harvest, and other soil-disturbing ac-
tivities. Mitigation measures and monitoring activi-
ties would prevent water quality conditions from vio-
lating state water quality standards in areas that
currently comply with these standards and from ex-
ceeding allowable departure levels for sediment
recommended in the Northwest Colorado Council
of Governments’ 208 Plan. In the long term, water
quality conditions probably would improve due to in-
creased ground cover and implementation of water
quality management plans that would be prepared
for water quality management areas identified on
Map 3-1.

Minerals

Mineral development would be restricted by with-
drawals proposed by water, cultural, recreation, and
wilderness resource management. These restric-
tions would create long-term adverse effects on
mineral development. However, due to the limited
amount of acreage affected, impacts on exploration
or development would be limited.

Terrestrial Wildlife

In the short term, existing big game populations
would be maintained and climax-dependent wildlife
species would decline. Long-term forage increases
would probably bring about a 9 percent increase in
big game populations. Increase in wildlife species
diversity and numbers would probably be commen-
surate with increases in habitat diversity achieved
through habitat improvements.

Livestock Grazing

In the short term, initial forage allocations of
animal-unit months (AUMs) to livestock would be
decreased significantly from existing use in the King
Mountain Capability Unit. The short-term change
from active preference would also be significant for
all capability units. These short-term decreases
would ensure that long-term productivity would not
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be adversely affected. In the fong term, through
grazing management actions, productivity would be
increased over all capability units, though not
enough to satisfy everyone’s active preference.

Vegetation

in the short term, vegetation would be disturbed
on vegetation manipulation areas; timber harvest
sites; and mineral, utility and transportation site de-
velopment locations. However, vegetation produc-
tion would increase over the long term. Vegetation
cover would reestablish on disturbed areas, and
plant vigor, forest growth and reproduction, seed-
ling establishment, litter accumulation, and overall
vegetation condition would increase.

Recreation Resources

In the short term, recreational activities on public
land such as camping, hunting, fishing, and boating
would remain constant. In the long term, however,
recreational opportunities would be increased
through more access, better developed sites, in-
creases in water yield and quality, and increased
big game habitat resulting in increased game popu-
lations.

Social and Economic Conditions

In the short term, social and economic conditions .

in the area would not be significantly affected by
management proposals under the Proposed Plan.
Individual ranching operations, however, could be
significantly affected in the short term. Many of
those adversely affected in the short term would be
economic beneficiaries in the long term because of
improved livestock forage conditions. Forage allo-
cations to wildlife would have primarily long-term ef-
fects as deer and elk populations adjust to new
forage levels and as expenditures for wildlife-relat-
ed recreation adjust to the new population levels.

Increases in sales of forest land products would

produce long-term economic benefits by assuring a
lasting supply of improved quality timber.

Cultural Resources

In the short term, cultural resources could benefit .

because the increased project work would create
the need for cultural inventories and clearances on

141

the land to be affected by the projects. The Blue
Hill Archaeological District and identified high-value
sites would benefit in the short term and long term.
All other long-term effects to cultural resources
would be insignificant.

Wilderness Values

In the short and long term, any wilderness desig-
nation within existing wilderness study areas would
restrict potential productivity of mineral develop-
ment, timber harvesting, motorized recreational op-
portunity, or any other use restricted in wilderness
areas.

Visual Resources

Over the short term, vegetation manipulations;
timber harvesting; and energy, utility, and transpor-
tation development would create some visual intru-
sions. In the long term, revegetation of manipulated
and harvested areas would lessen the visual im-
pacts, resulting in little loss of the visual quality to
the resource area. Areas affected by energy, utility,
or transportation development would create visual
intrusions, but long-term impacts on the visual re-
sources would be reduced if projects were con-
structed in harmony with the natural environment.

IRREVERSIBLE AND
IRRETRIEVABLE
COMMITMENTS OF
RESOURCES

This section identifies the extent to which the
Proposed Plan would irreversibly limit potential uses
of the land and resources. lrreversible and irretriev-
able commitments of resources occur when a wide
range of future options are foreclosed.

Soils

Minor soil loss would be irretrievably committed
in areas of vegetation treatment, timber and fuel-
wood harvest, and other soil-disturbing activities.
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Minerals

The designation of existing wilderness study
areas for wilderness would result in the loss of min-
eral development in those areas, except where
valid existing rights exist. However, should a nation-
al emergency arise, any minerals present in those
areas could be developed under Congressional ap-
proval.

Terrestrial Wildlife

Wildlife habitat lost through land tenure propos-
als, energy development, urban expansion, and
project implementation would be irretrievably and ir-
reversibly lost.

Forestry

Wilderness designations on Eagle Mountain,
Hack Lake, and Bull Gulch would result in the irre-
versible and irretrievable loss of harvest potential in
these areas.
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Recreation Resources

The designation of existing wilderness study
areas for wilderness would result in the irreversible
and irretrievable loss of motorized recreation oppor-
tunities in those areas. Changes of recreation op-
portunity spectrum classes toward the facility de-
pendent end of the spectrum (semi-primitive motor-
ized to roaded natural) would result in irreversible
and irretrievable losses of the resource-dependent
recreational experience opportunities in the affect-
ed areas. Loss of recreation opportunities are tied
to the loss of big game wildlife habitat. Loss of
habitat would result in a permanent loss of hunting
opportunities.

Wilderness Values

The development of other resources such as
timber harvesting and vegetation manipulations in
nonsuitable portions of wilderness study areas
would result in an irreversible and irretrievable loss
of wilderness values in those areas.

Land Tenure

Disposal of public land would result in an irre-
versible and irretrievable loss of administrative con-
trol and public use for all resource values except
mineral values on those parcels.
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DOCUMENT PREPARATION, CONSULTATION, AND
COORDINATION

DOCUMENT PREPARATION

This final environmental impact statement was pre-
pared by an interdisciplinary team of natural re-
source specialists, an economist, a sociologist, an
editor, an illustrator, and a clerk. Table 6-1 lists the
names and qualifications of these team members.

CONSULTATION AND
COORDINATION

In Preparation of the DEIS

During preparation of the planning documents and
draft environmental impact statement, federal,
state, county and local agencies were contacted to
gain information and close data gaps. These agen-
cies are listed in the DEIS, Chapter 1, Interrelation-
ships section.

To keep the public informed and to solicit com-
ments on the planning progress, newsletters were
published in February 1980, August 1980, August
1981, and April 1982. Over 1,000 copies were

In Preparation of the FEIS

The DEIS was filed with the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency on October 29, 1982. The notice of
availability and a public hearing announcement

. were published on November 5, 1982, in the Feder-

al Aegister. The notice announced a 90-day com-

ment period ending February 2, 1983.

Over 500 copies of the DEIS were mailed to fed-
eral, state, and local governments, private groups

- and organizations, and individuals for review and

comment. News releases provided information on

“how to obtain copies of the DEIS and where to

review it. Formal public hearings were held in Glen-
wood Springs, Grand Junction, and Denver on De-
cember 7, 8, and 14, respectively. A BLM official
presided over each hearing, and three BLM repre-
sentatives served on the panel. A court reporter re-
corded the hearings verbatim.

Comments on the DEIS were requested from the
following agencies and interest groups. Those who
responded are indicated by asterisks.

| Federal Agencies

mailed to various agencies and individuals who re--

quested information on the Glenwood Springs Re-
source Management Plan.

In addition to the newsletters, public workshops
were held in November and December 1979 and in
May 1982. The workshops in 1979 were held to
give interested agencies and citizens an opportunity
to voice their concerns and identify issues for con-
sideration in the resource management plan. The
May workshops were held to present and receive
comments on the Continuation of Current Manage-
ment, Resource Protection, and Economic Develop-
ment Alternatives.

News releases and two Federal Register no-
tices concerning the resource management plan
were also published during the planning process in
addition to the many news broadcasts.
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Department of the Interior
Bureau of Reclamation
*Fish and Wildlife Service
Geological Survey
*National Park Service
Office of Surface Mining

Department of Agriculture
*Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service

Department of Energy

*Environmental Protection Agency

Colorado State Agencies

*Colorado Division of Planning-State' Clearing-
house (Distributes to State Agencies)
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Table 6-1. Final Environmental Impact Statement Team

Name

Position

Qualifications

Alfred W. Wright
David B. Mensing
Joann Graham

Doug Huntington
James Abbott

Grant Loomis

Scott Archer

Elizabeth McReynolds

Leonard Coleman

Steve Moore

- Barbara Schmalz

Langley E. Ligon
James Byers
Rex Wells

John Crouch
Paul R. Williams

Don Owen

Roy Johnson

Jeb Stuart

Lee Meydrech

Gail Petry

Project Manager
Team Leader
Editor

Planning Coordinator
Technical Coordinator

Hydrology and Soils

Air Quality

Minerals and Paleontology

Wildlife
Economics
Sociology

Vegetation, Livestock Grazing

Forestry

Recreation, Visual Resources, Wilderness,
Off-Road Vehicles

Cultural Resources

Cultural Resources

Land Tenure, Uti!ities. and Communications

Fire

Transportation

ustrator

Editorial Clerk/Typist

B.S. Agriculture, BLM—10% years area
manager, 6 years natural resource spe-
cialist

B.S. Outdoor Recreation Resources, M.A.
Geography, BLM—3 years team leader,
7 years outdoor recreation planner

BLM—5%2 years technical editor, USFS—3
years administrative assistant, DOD—10
years secretary/editorial clerk

M.A. Planning, BLM—11% years planner,
OSM—3 years reclamation specialist

B.S. Recreation Administration, BLM—6
years recreation planner

B.A. Economics, 2 years graduate educa-
tion in water resources administration.
Water Resources Research Center, Uni-
versity of Arizona—1 year, BLM—11;
years hydrologist, 2 years economist

B.S. Environmental Science and Chemis-
try, BLM—1' years air quality specialist,
EPA—4' years consultant

B.S. Geology, BLM—3: years geologist,
1% years paleontologist

B.S. Wildlife and Range, BLM—7 years
wildiife biologist, 2'% years range conser-
vationist

M.S. Agricuttural Economics, BLM—3%
years economist, U. S. Senate—1 year
economist, USDA—4 years economist

M.A. Sociology, BLM—5Yz years sociolo-
gist, Western Interstate Commission for
Higher Education—2 years socioiogist

B.S. Range Management, BLM—9% years
range conservationist

B.S. Forest Management, BLM—4Y% years
forester

B.S. Outdoor Recreation, BLM—5Y2z years
outdoor recreation planner

B.A. Anthropology, BLM—10%: years ar-
chaeologist

B.A. Psychology, graduate program in An-
thropology, BLM—2 years archaeologist

B.S. Psychology, graduate program in Nat-
ural Resource Planning, BLM—3: years
realty specialist, USFS—3 years civil en-
gineering technician

B.S. Physical Science/Education, BLM—
11% years fire management, USFS—4
years fire management

B.S. Wildlife Management, BLM—1Y%
years realty specialist, USFS—2 years
realty specialist, New Mexico GEF—wild-
life biologist

BLM—1%. year illustrator, USFS—19 years
engineering technician, 3 years cultural
resource specialist

B.A. Rhetoric, BLM—1 year

deal Government

Associated Governments of

Colorado

*Eagle, *Garfield, Mesa, *Pitkin, Rio Blanco,
and Routt County Commissioners and Planning

.Northwestern

Departments

Cities and Towns of Aspen, Basalt, *Carbon-
dale, DeBeque, Eagle, *Glenwood Springs,
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Gypsum, New Castle, Rifle, Parachute, Silt,
and Snowmass Village.

Other Organizations

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Aspen Board of Realtors

American Petroleum Institute

Club 20

Colorado Association of Soil Conservation Dis-
tricts

Colorado Association of 4-Wheel Drive Clubs
*Colorado Cattlemen’s Association

Colorado Dude and Guest Ranch Association
Colorado Farm Bureau

Colorado Guides and Outfitters Association
*Colorado Mining Association

*Colorado Open Space Council

Colorado School of Mines

Colorado State University

Colorado Wool Growers Association
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*Friends of the Earth

Independent Petroleum Association of Moun-
tain States

League of Women Voters

*Mobil Mining and Coal Division
National Audubon Society

*National Wildlife Federation

*Natural Resources Defense Council
*Public Service Company of Colorado
Rocky Mountain Qil and Gas Association
*Sierra Club

Trout Unlimited

University of Colorado

Upper Colorado Board of Realtors
Western Slope Snowmobile Club
*Wilderness Society

*Wildlife Management Institute
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PUBLIC COMMENTS

ANALYSIS AND REVIEW
PROCEDURES

A total of 135 interested citizens, federal and
state agencies, and private organizations submitted
comments on the DEIS. Of this total, 82 submitted
comments specifically on wilderness while 63 sub-
mitted comments specifically on other resource rec-
ommendations. Most of those submitting comments
on other resources were concerned with water
yield, forestry, wildlife, livestock grazing, recreation,
and land tenure. Table 7-1 shows the number of
contributors by resource. If a resource is not
shown, no comment was received.

Table 7-1. Number of Contributors by Resource
Number

Resource of
Contrib-

utors!
Air Quality Management.............ccoeeveemieniccnscnseriveracscnees 1
Water Resources............. *15
Minerals Management............ 6
Aquatic Habitat Management ....... 5
Terrestrial Habitat Management... 18
Livestock Grazing Management...........c.cccocvuvrarnmrenae. 18
Vegetation.... teereree ettt aes 1
Forest Management 15
Recreation Resource Management............ 9
Social and Economic Conditions...... 4
Cultural Resource Management... 1
Wilderness Management..................cccoceuces **73
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern ... 4
Visual Resource Management...........ccceuuue 7
Land Tenure Adjustments......... 22
Off-Road Vehicle Management. 4
Transportation Management.............cccccnivenncnae 11
Utility and Communication Facility Management.. 6
Fire Management 3
GENEIAL.......eceecerecrererrecercnrernteeer s esestsnsrenesnans e e sasnansenen 12

'These numbers cannot be added to total 135 because many
persons who commented on one resource also commented on
another.

*In addition tc these contributions, others contributed com-
ments on water yield. These comments were received from 2
weeks to a month after the closing of the comment period and,
therefore, could not be responded to in this FEIS. They were,
however, considered in preparing the FEIS and were sent letters
of response.

**In addition to these contributors, 12 others submitted com-
ments that required no response. These comments were either
for or against wilderness recommendations.

All written comments and the hearing transcripts
will be sent with this FEIS to the Secretary of the
Interior and the Environmental Protection Agency.
In addition, all wilderness comments will accompa-
ny the BLM Colorado State Director's wilderness
recommendations to Washington for consideration
by the BLM Director, the Secretary of the Interior,
the President, and Congress. All comments will be
available for inspection at the Glenwood Springs
Resource Area and Grand Junction District offices.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

All comments were reviewed and considered.
Comments that presented new data, questioned
facts or analyses, or raised questions or issues
bearing directly upon the alternatives or environ-
mental analyses were responded to in this FEIS.

Each letter and each person who testified at the
hearings was given an index number (Table 7-2).

. This index number was used in Table 7-3 to identify

the contributor or contributors of a comment.

Arranged by topic in Table 7-3 are the comments
and responses. Except for editing of misspelled
words or obvious errors in punctuation, most com-
ments are printed verbatim. In many cases, credit
for the same comment was given to several con-
tributors under the Aaised by column. The re-

-sponse to a comment either identifies that a

change was made or provides rationale for why it
was not changed. Editorial corrections were made

~either in the text or in the Errata, Appendix L, if ap-

propriate, but were not responded to in Table 7-3.

Appendix M displays the comment letters re-
ceived from various interest groups; recognized ex-
perts; and federal, state, and local agencies. Let-
ters from the other contributors were not printed

' because of the large number of letters received.
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Table 7-2. List of Contributors

Index Number

Individual, Group or Agency

Type of Comment

WO~N ONHLWN =

Sunnyvail Angus Ranch, McCoy, COolOrado...........c..cccmmrnrcrencrnnernesissnonens
Mary Ellen Reese, Denver, Colorado...............
Colorado Historical Society, Denver, Colorado...
Glenn E. Gade, M.D., Denver, Colorado .... .
Georgie Leighton, Aspen, Colorado ...
Colorado Natural Areas Program, Department of Natural Resources,
Denver, Colorado. !
Dorothy Cohen, Boulder, Colorado ..............ovruereurnnnenireeseeecere e
Larry Titus, Longmont, Colorado ...........cocovvevrencecmnncncsvenencnas
Careline D. Foster, Carbondale, Colorado ..
Margaret Burgess, Denver, Colorado........... |
A. Marshall, Denver, Colorado............cocoeiiiiiiniiinininccren e :
Brian Haas, Eagle, Colorado..................
Howard Tingley, Carbondale, Colorado
Jack Snobble, Carbondale, Colorado .....................
Barbara Fernandez, Glenwood Springs, Colorado....
Elisa Dancing Bird, Glenwood Springs, Colorado .....
Greg Mason, Glenwood Springs, Colorado............
Nick Greear, Carbondale, Colorado.................
Robert Scarrow, Glenwood Springs, Colorado..........ccveeeeercrreremrvccreseeneens
Dick Kvach, Planning Director, Avon, Colorado (representing the Town of
Avon).
Judith Moffatt, Glenwood Springs, Colorado (representing the Garfield
County Citizen’s Association).
Steve Durbin, Glenwood Springs, Colorado...........ccccimieeneecrceenreceeeee e
Lee Jamieson, Glenwood Springs, Colorado......
Frank Benson, Glenwood Springs, Colorado.........
Michael Weimann, Glenwood Springs, Colorado ..
Eileen Roth, Glenwood Springs, Colorado.............
Linda Dvorkis, Glenwood Springs, Colorado...
Rain Olander, Glenwood Springs, Colorado ...
Lynn Cudlip, Grand Junction, Colorado...............
Jeanne T. Hemphill, Grand Junction, Colorado..
Lonnie Renner, Grand Junction, Colorado............cuceeecrrenmnmenerecreserennennes
C. Albrecht, Grand Junction, Colorado (representing Friends of the
Earth).
C. R. Cole, Grand Junction, Colorado .........cceceeeerueereieeeeeeceseeereeeecaeenevees
Paul T. Petersen, Grand Junction, Colorado...
Paul J. Fariey, Dolores, Colorado.................
Sidney Oheres, Boulder, Colorado............
Bruce M. Stevens, Parachute, Colorado ..
Kurt H. Gerstle, Bouider, Colorado ....... .
Bruce Berger, Aspen, COlOrado............coociereicmniircnrenrecrecoreeerencerenenes
Public Service Company of Colorado, Denver, Colorado.............cocovvevevenunee.
Mike McCarty, Glenwood Springs, Colorado ....................
Alvin Aldrich, Livermore, Colorado................
Stephen A. Ravworth, Ignacio, Colorado ....
Howard E. Tingley, Carbondale, Colorado ..
Paul Rea, Greeley, Colorado .......c..couunuee
Merrill G. Hastings, McCoy, Colorado
David Bohland, Denver, Colorado...... .
Linda Hall, Denver, Colorado..........cccceerriierreiiiniieirreesernesenesesseirssesresssesnesnas
Dudley Lomer, Englewood, Colorado
Merry Havens, Boulder, Colorado .........
Steve Arrowsmith, Boulder, Colorado
Richard Ling, Boulder, Colorado (representing the University of Colorado
Student Union).
Daryl Anderst, Denver, COolorado..............c.oviiicinicicecerenteenrerereceeeies
Blake Peterson, Boulder, Colorado
Ellen Armsby, Boulder, Colorado....
Sarah Smock, Boulder, Colorado.....................
Steve Smith, Boulder, Colorado (representing the Colorado Open Space
Council, Wilderness Committee Chairman).
Sharyl Kinnear, Boulder, Colorado (representing Dr. X)........ccocvuvereervrceneneens
Mark Pearson, Boulder, Colorado ............c.cccoccvrinverincnnne.
Jim Morris, Boulder, Colorado ..... .
Gerry Rhoades, Denver, Colorado .......occerrnnincerennreseeorecenescsesssneeneres

Written

...| Written
...| Written
.| Written

Written

| Written

Written

....| Written
... Written
| Written

Written
Oral
Oral

....i Oral
... Oral
....] Oral
....| Oral

.| Oral

Oral
Qral

Oral

Oral an.d. Written

....| Oral and Written
....| Oral and Written
....| Oral and Written
.... Oral and Written
....| Oral and Written
....| Oral and Written
....| Oral

.| Oral

Oral
Oral

Oral

...| Oral and Written
...| Written
...l Written
...| Written
.| Written

Wiritten
Wiritten

...| Written
...| Written
.| Written
...| Written
...| Written
...| Oral

.| Oral

Oral
Oral

.| Oral

Oral
Oral

Oral

...} Oral
.| Oral

Oral
Oral

Oral and Written

...| Oral
.| Oral

Oral



Comments and Responses

Table 7-2. List of Contribu